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Abstract 
 
Rural Public School Educators’ Perceptions of the Shared Superintendent's Instructional 
Leadership  
 
Benjamin Robert Wenger, Ed.D. 
 
Drexel University, September 2017 
 
Chairperson: Kathleen Provinzano 
 
Shared superintendent agreements in Pennsylvania have emerged as the latest form of 
school district reorganization. The term “shared superintendent” refers to a superintendent who 
serves as the chief executive officer of more than one school district. Four school districts have 
entered into two shared agreements in the last three years in Pennsylvania. This study examines 
teachers’ and principals’ perceptions of the shared superintendent’s instructional leadership 
across six rural school districts, engaged in three sharing agreements, in Iowa. Iowa was targeted 
due to its distinction as the center for superintendent sharing and research.  
Teachers and principals were asked to rate the instructional leadership capacity of their 
shard superintendent in the areas of resource provider, instructional resource, communicator, and 
visible presence. Differences identified between groups and subgroups included special 
education, “essential”, and elementary teachers consistently rating their shared superintendent 
lower in all areas than their content and secondary area peers. Statistically significant differences 
were found between the teacher and principal groups in the areas of Resource Provider and 
Visible Presence. Additionally, years of experience for principals were found to negatively affect 
principal perceptions, specifically in the Instructional Resource domain.  
In spite of these differences, the overall perceptions were considered to be positive. These 
positive perceptions toward the shared superintendent’s instructional leadership capacity, 
coupled with the potential for fiscal savings, make the shared superintendent model a very real 
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and viable possibility for rural school districts considering this in Pennsylvania.   
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION TO THE RESEARCH 
Introduction to the Problem 
Pennsylvania has a rich history of public school district reorganization that has had 
significant impact on rural school districts. Many of these past reorganizations have been 
consolidation or merger-focused, resulting in the dissolution of numerous rural public schools 
(Leslie, 1970). From a historical standpoint, school district reorganization has been one of the 
most commonly proposed solutions selected to combat fiscal and limited program offering 
issues (Fowler, 1903; Leckrone, 2015; Tompkins, 1951). Not only has this been a solution 
offered at the local level, but it has also been a solution forced from the top down by state 
governments. From the state government perspective, it is an opportunity to cut down on 
operational costs, and create more accountability and consistency across school districts 
(Tangorra, 2013). 
Reorganization of schools can take on many different forms. Some reorganizations 
involve the consolidation of two or more school districts, resulting in the development of a 
new district. Other reorganizations comprise one or more school districts merging into a new 
school district while retaining one of the previous school districts’ identities. Other 
reorganization efforts include county-wide reorganization, or a more tentative approach like 
the sharing of administrative services, notwithstanding many other variations in between those 
mentioned. 
Over the last few years reorganization has taken a new shape in Pennsylvania in the 
form of the shared superintendency (Kreidler, 2015; Newhouse, 2016a). A shared 
superintendent is a “superintendent of schools who serves as chief executive officer of more 
than one district" (Hull, 1988, p. 10). The most common reason given for this newer type of 
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reorganization is to save money, but financial savings may not always result (Bratlie, 1992; 
Edwards, 2003). 
Although the shared superintendency is not used in many states, it is on the rise in the 
Corn Belt region of the United States and just beyond, indicating the need for further research 
(Handzel, 2013). Appearing as early as the 1980s, shared superintendent agreements have 
continued to emerge from the Midwestern United States in states like Nebraska, to the 
Northeastern States of Ohio, New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania (Andrews, 2014; 
Edwards, 2003; Horn, 2011). Pennsylvania has had two such agreements made in the last three 
years (Kreidler, 2015; Newhouse, 2016a). 
While these shared agreements are coordinated between school boards and 
superintendents, there has been little input gathered from teachers and principals concerning 
the effectiveness of such a move. Bratlie (1992) conducted research on the first wave of shared 
superintendent agreements that occurred in Iowa and Minnesota during the 1980s. From his 
survey of shared superintendents and school board chairs, he discovered that community 
members and staff members posed the stoutest opposition to superintendent sharing between 
schools. Decker and Talbot (1991) also researched the shared superintendency boom in Iowa, 
and discovered that much more responsibility fell to principals, frequently in the area of 
instructional leadership. Edwards (2003) had a similar finding of superintendent duties being 
delegated to principals and staff for those schools sharing a superintendent in Nebraska. More 
recently, Horn (2011) researched the resurgence of shared superintendent agreements in Iowa, 
finding that principal performance was crucial to a successful sharing execution. 
Research on the shared superintendency is limited and concentrated in the state of 
Iowa, which has a long-standing history of superintendent sharing. This past research 
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primarily focused on shared superintendents’ and board members’ perspectives of the shared 
superintendency (Andrews, 2014; Edwards, 2003; Horn, 2011), and there has been little to no 
inquiry into the instructional impact of this arrangement on teachers and principals. It is 
important to understand teachers’ and principals’ position on the instructional leadership 
capacity of a shared superintendency in order to fully understand its educational value or lack 
thereof. 
Rural school district administrators and policymakers in Pennsylvania, where the 
shared superintendent concept is just beginning, will benefit from learning more about the 
experiences of Iowa teachers and administrators who have been working under such 
agreements for an extended period of time. This research investigated the perceptions of 
teachers and principals in rural school districts in Iowa on the instructional leadership capacity 
of the shared superintendent as a mechanism for informing policymakers and rural school 
leaders in Pennsylvania grappling with decisions related to school district reorganization and 
the shared superintendency. 
Researcher’s Stances 
 
As a child I went to a rural public school for my K-12 education. Today I find myself 
as an administrator and former teacher in a slightly larger rural school district than my 
childhood, but still small in size in comparison to many of the other school districts in 
Pennsylvania. My current district has approximately 2,300 students K-12 while my “home” 
school district has approximately 1,500 students. Both school districts are able to offer 
flexible course offerings in high school by means of college in the high school and Advanced 
Placement; however, both schools have been forced to make various budgetary cuts during 
the past decade, as well as obliged to handle the variable cuts in relief from Harrisburg. 
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Although I have never been a superintendent, let alone a shared superintendent, I was a 
shared principal during my first two years in administration. I served as the elementary 
principal over two schools. These two rural schools were about seven miles apart. During my 
time as elementary principal, I traveled back and forth almost daily, as needed. 
Based on my experiences, I approached this study through the lens of a social 
constructivist. I desired to focus on the understandings that the individuals of this study were 
able to share through their responses to the survey. From these responses, I conceptualized the 
views of these individuals with the hope of drawing a well-constructed conclusion concerning 
the impact of the shared superintendent on these individuals and the school districts they 
serve. Utilizing this epistemological approach helped to validate the authenticity of the 
findings (Creswell, 2012). 
Statement of the Problem 
 
Teacher and principal perceptions of the shared superintendent as an instructional 
leader are needed before more rural public school districts in Pennsylvania enter into these 
agreements. More and more school districts and lawmakers in Pennsylvania, and those around 
the United States, are considering and entering into forms of school district reorganization like 
the shared superintendency (Andrews, 2014; Horn, 2011; Newhouse, 2016b), but research is 
needed related to the impact on and perceptions of these moves upon teachers and principals in 
regards to instructional leadership provided by the superintendent (Andrews, 2014; Bratlie, 
1992; Decker & Talbot, 1991; Donis-Keller, 2015; Edwards, 2003; Horn, 2011; Newhouse, 
2016a).  
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Purpose and Significance of the Problem 
Purpose Statement 
 
The purpose of this quantitative study was to examine the perceptions of teachers and 
principals toward the instructional leadership capacity (Resource Provider, Instructional 
Resource, Communicator, and Visible Presence) of the shared superintendent. This included 
teachers and principals working in rural public school districts in Iowa that had entered into 
shared superintendent agreements. The attitudes and perspectives of teachers and principals 
were taken into consideration and examined for the benefit of future decisions by rural public 
school districts related to reorganization, specifically the shared superintendency. 
Significance of the Problem 
 
Pennsylvania has seen four public school districts enter into shared superintendent 
relationships in the last three years, representing two sharing agreements. The gap within the 
research is the perceptions of teachers and principals concerning the shared superintendent, 
specifically the instructional leadership role. Instructional leadership plays an important role 
in student achievement (Waters & Marzano, 2006), and revealing the impact of the shared 
superintendency instructional role on teachers and principals will help put these types of 
agreements into perspective for school districts and law makers contemplating this type of 
reorganization. 
Various school districts in many different states have consolidated over time. 
Sometimes they have proceeded with reorganization by virtue of being coerced by state 
governments (Donis-Keller, 2015), or sometimes it is by their own free will (Andrews, 2014). 
Many times when a state has gotten involved in trying to promote and/or force 
reorganization, there are certain incentives offered by state funding for those districts that 
decide to reorganize (Donis-Keller, 2015). The requirements for reorganization vary from 
6  
state to state and depend on the type of reorganization. Some states like Illinois require a 
referendum to approve the school district consolidation before state board approval (Meeks & 
Smith, 2015). Other states like Pennsylvania require school board approval of all school 
districts involved to validate school district consolidation before state board approval 
(Changes in District, 1965). 
Pennsylvania school districts have considered shared superintendents before, but no 
school districts have ever entered into an agreement. This changed during the 2014-2015 
school year when Northwest Area School District and Lake-Lehman School district began 
sharing a superintendent. Shortly thereafter, Columbia School District and Eastern Lancaster 
County School District entered into a shared superintendent agreement (Kreidler, 2015; 
Newhouse, 2016a). These two agreements served as a catalyst for legislation to be introduced 
to offer incentives for schools that enter into shared superintendent agreements. Senator Ryan 
Aument, R-Landisville, put forward Senate Bill 1332 on June 23, 2016, which would award 
grant funds to school districts that share administrative roles, and potentially transportation, 
facilities, and technology (Newhouse, 2016b). 
The Pennsylvania Framework and Guidelines for Superintendent Preparation 
Programs highlights particular needs for the superintendent to thrive in an instructional 
leadership capacity calling it "essential" for student success (Pennsylvania Department of 
Education, 2011, p. 2). Additionally, Waters and Marzano (2006) point out the crucial role 
that instructional leadership plays in student achievement. With student achievement being 
the most important task of schools, it is critical to understand the impact of sharing a 
superintendent on the instructional program. 
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Research Questions 
 
The following research questions guided this research:  
RQ1: Is there a statistically significant difference in the attitudes toward the instructional 
leadership capacity of the shared superintendent between teachers and administrators in rural 
school districts in Iowa? 
Null Hypothesis: There is no statistically significant difference in the attitudes toward 
the instructional leadership capacity of the shared superintendent between teachers and 
administrators in rural school districts in Iowa. 
RQ2: Is there a statistically significant difference in the attitudes toward the instructional 
leadership capacity of the shared superintendent between core, "essential", special education, 
and "other" support service teachers in rural school districts in Iowa? 
Null Hypothesis: There is no statistically significant difference in the attitudes toward the 
instructional leadership capacity of the shared superintendent between core, "essential", 
special education, and "other" support service teachers in rural school districts in Iowa. 
RQ3: Is there a statistically significant difference in the attitudes toward the 
instructional leadership capacity of the shared superintendent between different levels 
(i.e. elementary, middle, or high) of teachers and principals in rural school districts in 
Iowa? 
Null Hypothesis: There is no statistically significant difference in the attitudes toward the 
instructional leadership capacity of the shared superintendent between different levels (i.e. 
elementary, middle, or high) of teachers and principals in rural school districts in Iowa.  
RQ4: How do varying levels of experience for teachers and principals relate to attitudes 
toward the instructional leadership capacity of the shared superintendent in rural school 
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districts in Iowa?  
Null Hypothesis: There will be no significant prediction by varying levels of experience for 
teachers and principals of their attitudes toward the instructional leadership capacity of the 
shared superintendent in rural school districts in Iowa. 
The Conceptual Framework  
Streams of Research 
The three research streams that support this research are the following: The Plight of 
Rural Public School Districts, School District Reorganization in Pennsylvania, and The 
History of the Shared Superintendent. The struggles of rural public school districts have 
been well documented over the years with many solutions offered. School district 
reorganization has frequently been used as a way to combat the various funding issues 
facing these school districts. The shared superintendency is the latest form of reorganization 
to come to Pennsylvania. 
 
Figure 1. Conceptual framework of the study 
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The Plight of Rural Public School Districts. The financial state of rural schools 
drives much of their decision-making, with some of the biggest hurdles being funding 
formulas and grants, compliance/reporting requirements, teacher certification, and evaluation 
systems (Fishman, 2015). Schafft and Jackson (2010) depict the plight of rural society against 
the accepted norms of the society of today. Rural schools are lumped together into a category 
of a dying and lost cause, just as those who live in rural communities are free game for 
wisecracks and quips by anyone both inside and outside of these nonurban places. Rural 
education finds itself being pushed more and more to look like urban education, which 
oftentimes places it in direct conflict with the values of the local community it serves. Brown 
and Schafft (2011) report that rural areas struggle with being sequestered from the 
opportunities offered by more populated areas. For instance, it is difficult to recruit and retain 
a highly qualified teaching staff in rural areas and those teachers and principals who do work 
in rural school districts are often required to wear multiple hats and take on extra 
responsibilities, something that teachers in urban and suburban schools do not have to do 
(Wolfe, 2010). 
School District Reorganization in Pennsylvania. Pennsylvania has seen many 
reorganization efforts of its school districts during the past century. This is demonstrated by 
the shrinking count of public schools in the state over the last few decades; 2,510 during the 
1899-1900 school year to the 500 school districts today (see Appendix A). Though the 
reorganizations have been numerous, discussions and conversations continue related to more 
potential reorganizations at both the local and state levels. These talks often pit rural schools at 
the center of reorganization efforts, due to their smaller and often declining enrollments. No 
matter the form, school district reorganization can be the cause of much controversy in 
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communities where it is being considered or carried out. Proponents will point to many 
benefits of reorganization, such as those found by Duncombe and Yinger (2010, pp. 10-17) in 
their research conducted that showed financial savings to school districts that met certain 
criteria when consolidating. Those against school reorganizations will undoubtedly bring in 
Yan’s 2006 study, where no basis was found for economies of size/scale or the Pennsylvania 
School Board Association’s (PSBA) 2009 review, which had similar findings. 
The History of the Shared Superintendent. Superintendent sharing appeared in some 
of its earliest stages in the Midwestern United States during the 1980s. Decker and Talbot 
(1989) reported that states like Iowa and Minnesota had more than 38 of these types of 
agreements at that time. While Iowa saw a decrease during the 1990s, it has seen a resurgence 
in superintendent sharing agreements recently (Horn, 2011). Pennsylvania is new to the scene 
of the shared superintendency, but it has already witnessed four school districts (representing 
two sharing agreements) enter into this type of reorganization (Newhouse, 2016a). 
Superintendent sharing has been found to save schools money (Bratlie, 1992), but other 
research says it does not (Edwards, 2003). Most shared superintendent research focuses on 
school boards and superintendents. 
Definition of Terms 
 
The following terms and definitions are integral to a complete understanding 
of the research conducted. 
Consolidation. The combining and closure of buildings and reduction of staff 
through elimination of duplication within the resulting district (Davare, 2014) 
Corn Belt. An arbitrary geographic region covered from the Midwestern United States 
to the Northeastern United States where corn is a major product (U.S. Agricultural Belts, 
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2016), but for the purposes of this paper covers the following states: Nebraska, Minnesota, 
Iowa, Wisconsin, Illinois, Indiana, Ohio, Pennsylvania, New York, and New Jersey 
Merger. The combining of two or more districts with the intent of eliminating 
an administrative group and/or duplicate programs (Davare, 2014) 
Shared Superintendent. "A superintendent of schools who serves as chief 
executive officer of more than one district" (Hull, 1988, p. 10) 
Reorganization. Restructuring of school districts 
Assumptions and Limitations 
 
This study was limited to rural public school districts with a shared superintendent in 
the state of Iowa and was restricted by the time and resources related to the dissertation 
process. The researcher made the assumption that participants had a working knowledge of 
the shared superintendency and the benefits and challenges thereby associated. 
Summary 
 
Shared superintendent agreements have emerged in Pennsylvania as the latest form of 
school district reorganization. Rural public school districts and lawmakers are already 
entering into decisions about shared superintendents, or at the very least, entertaining them. 
While there has been research concerning school board and superintendent perspectives in 
some states within the Corn Belt Region of the United States for the shared superintendent 
position, there is little to no research on the perceptions of teachers and principals as it 
pertains to this type of reorganization. Given the impact the shared superintendent agreement 
can have on a multitude of stakeholder groups, it is imperative to glean understanding that can 
be used for future decision making.  
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CHAPTER 2: THE LITERATURE REVIEW  
Introduction 
In order to gain a complete understanding of this research, it is important to look at 
three main areas: rural school districts, the history of school district reorganization, and the 
shared superintendency. This review of literature will delve into all three areas, juxtaposing 
the shared superintendency within the needs of rural school districts and ongoing 
reorganization discussions. Pennsylvania and Iowa serve as the backdrop for these different 
areas of focus. 
The first stream of research examines rural school districts. This includes a glance at 
the difficulties that rural schools face today. Of the problems presented, many are not new to 
the rural education sector; however, the most impactful issue is that of finances. At times rural 
school districts are in conflict with the communities they serve, but they can also be 
harmonious in reflecting the makeup of their small town environment. No matter the makeup, 
rural schools have been and will continue to be a crucial component of education in 
Pennsylvania. 
The second stream of research reviews the rich history of school reorganization. 
Reorganization is familiar not only in Pennsylvania but across the United States and in other 
countries of the world. Just about every state in the northeastern United States has gone 
through some sort of reorganization of schools and/or is currently considering more school 
reorganizations. Perspective is considered of those who are against the idea of reorganization 
as well as what they say went wrong in the past when reorganizations have been implemented. 
In contrast with this, the views of those in support of reorganization and positive reflections on 
school reorganizations are discussed. These opinions and perceptions are shared from both 
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sides in addition to what past research has shown. This stream of literature focuses on school 
reorganization specific to Pennsylvania.  
The third and final stream of research details the history of the shared superintendency. 
The origin of the superintendent position and the evolution of the instructional leadership 
component of the position is introduced and gives way to a timeline tracking the beginnings of 
the shared superintendency. Drawing a large part of its roots in the state of Iowa, the shared 
superintendency is traced from its beginnings in the 1980s, through its peaks and valleys in the 
1990s and 2000s, and finishes with the recent movements in the state of Pennsylvania. Shared 
superintendent experiences are also embedded in the literature review. Finally, the shared 
superintendent's instructional leadership capacity is introduced and described. 
Literature Review 
 
The Plight of Rural School Districts 
 
Schafft and Jackson (2010) described the challenges of rural society against the 
accepted norms of society today. Accordingly, rural schools have become a declining or dead 
zone to many in society where those who still live in those areas are susceptible to derogatory 
comments or jokes of a similar nature from those living within and outside of rural 
communities. Rural education finds itself being pushed more and more to look like urban 
education, which puts it in direct conflict at times to the local community it serves. Brown and 
Schafft (2011) report that rural areas struggle with being stifled by the opportunities offered 
by larger areas. It is difficult for rural areas to recruit and retain teachers.  Education isn’t the 
only area that suffers as there are deficiencies in the medical field among others. Along with 
the staffing shortcomings, teachers and principals in small rural school districts often see extra 
responsibilities added to their workload such as curriculum tasks (Wolfe, 2010).  
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Rural school districts have long been the neglected child of public education. Beeson 
and Strange (2000) marked this desertion of rural school districts at the turn of the century in 
their study of the importance of rural education in each of the 50 states. The authors found 
that a majority of the states favored the condition of their urban population of students over 
that of the rural when it came to financial considerations. The struggles of the rural school 
have continued to be a theme in the first fifteen years of this century (Barrett, 2014; Bryant, 
2007, pp. 7-11; Hatten, 2011; Reynolds, 2013). 
With a quarter of students located in rural areas and small towns, Beeson and Strange 
(2000) highlighted the need for greater prioritization of rural education. Reynolds (2013) also 
found the importance of a small rural school district to the community in which it was located. 
Many of the stakeholders he interviewed demonstrated a strong connection to the local school. 
Incidentally, he also discovered that if the choice came down to higher taxes or consolidation 
with another district, the choice would be to consolidate. Though he added that for the specific 
district at hand, the taxes would rise more substantially (possibly unbeknownst to those he 
surveyed) with a consolidation to the neighboring school district, as opposed to the tax 
increase needed to keep the school district in operation. 
The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) reported that during the 2010-
2011 school year, nearly 24% of public school students were enrolled in rural schools and 
that those rural schools comprised nearly 57% of public school districts in the United States. 
These numbers have remained fairly constant over the last decade, indicating the need for a 
continued focus and research in rural schools. The NCES uses the following definitions to 
operationalize rural when completing data analysis: 
Fringe - Census-defined rural territory that is less than or equal to 5 miles from an 
urbanized area, as well as rural territory that is less than or equal to 2.5 miles from an 
15  
urban cluster 
Distant - Census-defined rural territory that is more than 5 miles but less than or equal 
to 25 miles from an urbanized area, as well as rural territory that is more than 2.5 miles 
but less than or equal to 10 miles from an urban cluster 
 
Remote - Census-defined rural territory that is more than 25 miles from an urbanized 
area and is also more than 10 miles from an urban cluster (Carr, 2013, Exhibit A, 
fourth section) 
 
These rural definitions helped to guide the rural designations of the school districts and 
locations used in this study. This allowed for a direct comparison of school districts with 
similar makeups for a strong appraisal of the shared superintendency in rural school districts. 
All school districts surveyed in this study fell within these rural descriptions. 
Pennsylvania Rural School Districts – The Financial State. Focusing on 
Pennsylvania school districts, Johnson et al. (2014) reported that Pennsylvania had 28.8% of 
its school districts designated as rural for the 2013-2014 school year and 18.8% of students 
attended the rural school districts. Of greater importance, Pennsylvania ranked ninth out of 
the fifty states in the number of rural school age students for that year with a count of more 
than 300,000 students (U.S. median was about 141,000). Also worthy of note, Pennsylvania 
ranked second among all states in its percentage of rural students with Individualized 
Education Plans (IEPs). Finally, Johnson et al. (2014) stated that “Rural districts [in PA] 
spend one dollar on pupil transportation for every $8.50 spent on instruction (the nation’s 
third highest transportation burden), a financial drain compounded by the relatively small 
revenue provided by the state” (p. 79). 
Consequently, the financial state of rural schools drives much of their decision-
making with some of the biggest hurdles being funding formulas and grants, 
compliance/reporting requirements, teacher certification, and evaluation systems (Fishman, 
2015). Sinopoli (2010) details the litigation issues that small rural school districts encounter 
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due to the rise of lawsuits and lack of increase in the tax base. Combine the special 
education percentages and cost of transportation according to Johnson et al. (2014), and it is 
quite feasible to see the perfect storm of financial predicaments for many rural school 
districts in Pennsylvania. 
To put today’s financial difficulties in a historical spotlight, it is important to 
understand that the effects of the Great Recession from 2007 are still being felt by schools 
today (Baldwin, 2015; Barrett, 2014). Hatten (2011) documented in the very midst of the 
recession stating that many state governments were observing some of their largest deficits 
since the Great Depression when it came to budgeting. The hits that Pennsylvania took in 
revenue during this time, greatly impacted school districts because school districts were and 
still are reliant on state funding (Barrett, 2014). Exacerbating this situation even further at the 
time was the fact that rural school districts in Pennsylvania already had budget deficits because 
of small and low-income tax bases (Hatten, 2011). Fortunately, the economic circumstances 
began to slightly improve in 2011, but the damage had already been done (Barrett, 2014). 
An understanding of the financial difficulties and various challenges that rural school 
districts face is crucial to appreciate the tough decisions ahead for rural school districts. In 
spite of the challenges, rural school districts continue to play an important role in the 
education of many students. Pennsylvania’s rural school districts need to continue to find new 
solutions to the perpetual issues of funding, staffing, and overall programming; school district 
reorganizations continually surface as a common theme. 
School District Reorganization in Pennsylvania 
 
Pennsylvania has experienced a number of school district reorganizations during the 
past century. A glance at Appendix A shows how Pennsylvania has progressed each decade 
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from its count of 2,510 school districts in the 1899-1900 school year to the 500 school 
districts of today. In addition to the actual reorganizations, there have been many discussions 
and conversations surrounding further potential reorganization both at a local and state level. 
These talks often pit rural schools at the center of reorganization efforts due to their smaller 
and declining enrollments. 
History of Pennsylvania School District Reorganization. “During the past decade 
the movement toward consolidation of one-room rural schools has had such rapid growth that 
today Pennsylvania has upwards of four hundred Consolidated Schools” (p. 1). These are the 
words with which William Franklin Hall began his 1925 review of the reorganization of 
schools that occurred in the years 1921-1924. Mr. Hall’s study is one of the early accounts of 
initial rural school district reorganization efforts. Even though this analysis took place more 
than 90 years ago, there are many similar topics to those of school district reorganization 
today. 
Sometimes there can be confusion when terms like consolidation and merger are used. 
In an effort to clarify the use of these terms, Davare (2014) differentiated between the 
consolidation of districts and the mergers of school districts: 
The words merger and consolidation often are used interchangeably in the 
debate. And, like any other debate, the terms being used can mask the intent of 
those pushing for merger and, therefore, require clear definition. Will districts 
be merged or consolidated? Does proposed merger include the consolidation of 
buildings? Under municipal law in Pennsylvania (Act 90 of 1994), 
consolidation means the elimination of existing governmental entities and 
creation of a new governmental entity, while merger means one of the 
governmental entities from the original group remains. In school terms, merger 
implies the combining of two or more districts with the intent of eliminating an 
administrative group and/or duplicate programs. Consolidation implies the 
combining and closure of buildings and reduction of staff through elimination 
of duplication within the resulting district. Unfortunately, the history of school 
merger shows that there is little difference in outcomes. This may be a case of a 
difference without distinction. (p. 1) 
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Economies of size are at the forefront of school district consolidation (Duncombe & 
Yinger, 2007). Because certain costs are more expensive per pupil in smaller schools (costs 
like building maintenance heating/cooling, instructional materials, physical space, 
administrative/central office staff), the argument is that combining schools can decrease those 
expenditures per student. Furthermore, school district consolidation proponents argue that the 
larger the geographic area covered by a school district, the more equitable the tax base 
becomes (Duncombe & Yinger, 2007). 
Hall’s (1925) review of the consolidated school districts ranges from compiling the 
lighting (ratio of light surface to floor surface) in each school to toilets (how many and where 
are they located) to transportation (number of students who walk, transported by horse-drawn 
vehicle, motor, trolley, and rail road as well as longest distance). He goes into further detail 
concerning transportation when he reports that the annual cost for transportation per student 
was lower in the consolidated schools in 43 of the 46 counties in the study. Hall even goes into 
as much detail to convey Dr. Driver’s statement about a district in Lebanon County that 
“employs the largest passenger motor bus he has ever seen.” His study goes into much depth, 
but his mind is conclusively made up on the topic of whether or not to consolidate when he 
says, “The advantages of combining two one-room rural schools…are manifest” (p. 36). Little 
did Hall know that this was only the beginning for school reorganization in Pennsylvania 
(Hall, 1925). 
In spite of the large amount of schools consolidated by 1925, the more significant 
change in the number of school districts in Pennsylvania came in the 1960s (Appendix A). 
The 1960s ushered in significant losses in the total number of school districts in Pennsylvania. 
In the 1959-1960 school year, there were 2,277 school districts, a loss of 286 as compared to 
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the 1949-1950 school year. Consequently, this could not compare to the decrease seen by the 
1969-1970 school year when about 83% of schools were eliminated, predominantly through 
consolidation (Davare, 2014). 
The main thrust for this significant decrease in the amount of school districts was the 
consolidation laws enacted in 1961 and 1963. J. Wesley Leckrone (2015) identified four main 
trends that helped build the ground swell of these two acts that reflected a national push for 
school district consolidation: post-World War II economy requiring skilled workers, 
competition with the U.S.S.R., bigger and improved school staffs, and the rising costs of 
public education. In September 1961 Act 561 was signed by Governor Lawrence. Supporters 
of this legislation argued that when districts were larger they would be able to offer a greater 
swath of courses, curriculum, administrative services, an increase in individualized instruction, 
and save money through responsible use of tax dollars for education. Act 561 included a 
provision to order school consolidation, but the final decision was left for the county board of 
school directors (Leckrone, 2015). 
In 1963 under Governor William Scranton, the Republican dominated legislature 
reexamined Act 561. Scranton addressed General Assembly in February of that year: 
“Mandatory consolidation is necessary to improve the quality of education state-wide.” A few 
months later, Act 299, the School District Reorganization Act of 1963 was passed. Act 299 
made the following changes to Act 561: altered the 4,000 student school district stipulation to a 
recommendation not a requirement, generated a progression for aggrieved school districts to 
appeal, and illuminated the legal parameters of consolidating schools. It was projected that the 
number of school districts would be reduced to 527 by the time the act had run its course 
(Leckrone, 2015). Although this number was not attained by 1966, the number of schools were 
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drastically reduced to 669 by the end of the 1960s. Incidentally, school districts continued to 
reorganize through the 1980s. 
Pennsylvania’s number of 501 school districts remained unchanged through much of 
the nineties and two thousands. One last consolidation occurred in the 2008-2009 school 
year between Center Area and Monaca school districts. This most recent consolidation in the 
state was attributed to declining enrollments of both schools. The Pennsylvania State Board 
of Education approved it on September 18, 2008. School officials of both schools divulged it 
was becoming more challenging to offer anything more than the rudimentary educational 
programming to the students in their districts (Yarworth & Shucker, 2009). This last 
consolidation brought the current total of Pennsylvania school districts to 500. 
Recent Reorganization Conversations. Even if the consolidation of school districts 
in Pennsylvania has come to a virtual standstill, the reorganization conversations and actions 
have certainly continued. In 1991 Muhlenberg and Antietam school districts, located in 
Berks County, conducted discussions on whether or not to merge. Both districts committed 
to a study that would look at the savings to be had from such a merger. The study found that 
there were savings of more than $800,000 between administrative and teacher costs in 
addition to decreased property taxes. The Muhlenberg school board denied the possible 
merger before receiving the final results of the study (Yarworth & Shucker, 2009). 
Other conversations about school districts considering consolidation have surfaced 
throughout the last 25 years, some quite recently. Wassel (2009) called for school districts in 
Allegheny to combine along with municipalities. Similarly, Millersburg and Halifax Area 
school districts were in talks to consolidate in the 2008-2009 school year (Yarworth & 
Shucker, 2009). Finally, the school districts of Exeter and Antietam were implored to “Put 
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hard feelings aside and combine…” during the 2012-2013 school year (Phyrillas, 2013). 
One of the more recent discussions about school consolidation in Pennsylvania 
surfaced in York County. Spurred on by a study conducted by the state’s Independent Fiscal 
Office at the request of Representative Stan Saylor and other lawmakers, there were several 
meetings and publications concerning the deliberations. The study of the cost savings was 
released in December 2013. It was specific to only the administrative cost savings. The study 
found that there would not be savings, and that the consolidation would actually drive taxes 
and other costs in an upward fashion (Mahon, 2014). 
Newspapers, schools, and communities aren’t the only ones having the consolidation 
conversation as of late. Governor Ed Rendell made a bold play in February of 2009 when he 
called for a study to be completed on the feasibility of reducing Pennsylvania’s number of 
school districts to 100. Rendell contended that there were financial savings to be secured 
through the merging of many of the 500 school districts. Rendell’s original plan for 
consolidation centered around many of Pennsylvania’s counties combining down to one school 
district, or at least four for the larger counties. Rendell’s suggestion eventually fizzled out and 
never became more than a proposal (Leckrone, 2015). 
Governor Tom Corbett followed Rendell in suggesting school districts should 
consolidate although he did not take as bold of a stance in making a numeric proposal like his 
predecessor. It was reported in 2011 that Corbett suggested school districts should consider 
merging in light of the necessary budget cuts that came on the heels of the Great Recession. 
This idea was raised in the midst of financial crisis for many school districts in Pennsylvania, 
but Corbett said that it may need to happen in order for some schools simply to continue their 
existence (McNuity & Hardy, 2011).  
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One of the most recent consolidation conversations at the state level did not originated 
from current governor, Tom Wolf; however, it was proposed by Representative Timothy S. 
Mahoney (Pennsylvania D-Fayette/Somerset) to amend Pennsylvania Public School Code with 
House Bill 840 requiring county consolidation of school districts (Mahoney, 2015). Mahoney 
focused on the savings to be realized from administrative costs being shared as one in each 
county. Mahoney referenced states like Maryland and Virginia who currently have countywide 
school districts that are, according to him, successfully managed. The only county where it 
would not be mandated is Philadelphia County due to it already being a one county system 
composed of the School District of Philadelphia (Snyder, 2015). 
These recent consolidation conversations appear to be happening with more regularity 
in the twenty-tens. The discussions appear quite similar to the politically charged 
conversations occurring before, during, and after those in the 1960s (Leckrone, 2015). The 
history of reorganization in Pennsylvania allows for a unique perspective and reflection as 
cost saving measures are continuing to be considered by schools, communities, and the state 
legislature alike. 
Proponents and Opponents of School District Reorganization. Cries for school 
reorganization often begin with the same impetus: saving money (Yan, 2006). Outcries 
against school reorganization often begin with the same impetus: the fear of losing the 
community school (Leckrone, 2015). Proponents counter that not only is there money to be 
saved through various options like sharing of administrative services, more efficient use of 
teaching staff, and economies of size, but they are also quick to point out that there will be 
more opportunities in program offerings for students (Duncombe & Yinger, 2007). Opponents 
will discount these points in favor of reorganization, and add that there are other costs 
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incurred through increased transportation costs as well as higher teacher salaries (Davare, 
2009). Sometimes a solution may be proposed to consolidate only administrative functions of 
schools so that individual identities of schools can remain (Yan, 2006). Whatever the case, 
these discussions and reflections quickly become politically charged discussions (Leckrone, 
2015). 
Much of the research, analysis, and literature opposition to school district 
consolidation stems from organizations that would potentially be adversely affected by the 
loss of school districts. The Center for Rural Pennsylvania and Pennsylvania School Boards 
Association (PSBA) are some of the more notable organizations that have led this charge. 
Other rural organizations have joined in the resistance to reorganization – providing help 
forums and toolkits to help citizens fight consolidation efforts. Other studies have gone on the 
offensive arguing there should be deconsolidation of schools (Howley et al., 2011). 
Yan (2006) found no basis to the argument for economies of size/scale. Yan used a 
comparison between countywide rural school districts and non-countywide rural school 
districts’ expenditures per student. He found no statistical difference between the different 
rural types. PSBA’s 2009 review is in direct agreement with Yan that the savings are not 
there. PSBA cites issues like increases in transportation costs and teacher salary leveling up as 
hurdles that offset potential savings to district mergers (Merger/Consolidation of School, 
2009). 
The literature of opposition continues with claims that school district consolidations 
also do not deliver in other areas of promise. Not only are there no cost savings, but there are 
also no improvements in student achievement or course offerings for students. Howley et al. 
(2011) and Yan (2006) both contend that this alone should keep states from passing one-size-
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fits-all mandates that call for reorganization.  
In spite of the strong opposition to school district reorganization, it continues to be 
pushed at a local and community level in addition to calls from a state level. Financial 
savings and increases in course offerings are the forefront of the argument. Duncombe and 
Yinger (2007) in their review of the consolidation of New York school districts found 
significant savings realized, specifically for those school districts with student populations of 
less than 1,500. Standard & Poor’s (2007) extensive study at the request of the Pennsylvania 
Legislative Budget and Finance Committee in 2007 also found that there are per pupil 
savings for districts of up to 2,500 students. 
The debate continues as to whether school district reorganization is an effective 
evolution of schools. Pennsylvania’s school districts have been consolidated dramatically in 
the past in spite of large public outcry. The opposition to these changes continues to be present 
throughout the most recent discussions, but the proponents of consolidation persist to raise the 
possibility even with the strongest of antagonisms and perhaps out of financial necessity. 
The History of the Shared Superintendency 
 
The superintendent position can be traced as far back as the late 1830s. By the 1890s it 
was typical for a town or city to have a school superintendent. Throughout time the 
superintendent position has changed in its scope and level of demands (King, 2010). One of 
those changes for some superintendents is that of the shared superintendent. Superintendents 
are shared in many ways both in job title and responsibilities. For example, some school 
districts have their superintendent also serve as a principal (Clark, 2015; Palleria, 2000). 
Although a superintendent can be shared in many ways, the focus of this stream of research 
will be that specifically of the shared superintendent which is defined as "A superintendent of 
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schools who serves as chief executive officer of more than one district" (Hull, 1988, p. 10).  
It is important to understand the significance of the instructional leadership capacity of 
the superintendent position before examining the formation of the shared superintendent. 
King (2002) defines instructional leadership as "anything that leaders do to improve teaching 
and learning in their schools and districts" (p. 62). The Pennsylvania Framework and 
Guidelines for Superintendent Preparation Programs (2011) makes the following assertion for 
the instructional leadership of superintendents: 
The need for “instructional leadership” in addition to effective management 
practice is essential for student success at both the school and district levels. 
This Framework and Guidelines for Superintendent Preparation Programs is 
designed to establish highly effective preparation programs within the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania to meet the increasing need for highly 
qualified instructional leaders in our schools and educational systems. (p. 2) 
 
Smith and Andrews (1989) identify four components in their instructional leadership 
model: Resource Provider, Instructional Resource, Communicator, and Visible Presence. As a 
Resource Provider, instructional leaders need to use time and resources in an effective manner. 
When it comes to being an Instructional Resource, the improvement of schools is dependent on 
instructional leaders being able to instill teachers with instructional strategies. Additionally, 
Smith and Andrews describe that good communicators are able to use a multi-faceted approach 
through interactions with all constituents. Finally, the importance of the instructional leader 
being "visible throughout the school" is described as the fourth important part of the 
instructional leadership model. 
Accordingly, Waters and Marzano (2006) point out the important role that instructional 
leadership plays in student achievement. With student achievement being the most important 
role of schools, the importance of the instructional leadership of the superintendent cannot be 
underscored enough. The days of the superintendent simply managing a school district are 
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gone, with the instructional leadership demands of the position here to stay (King, 2010). 
It is difficult to mark the exact beginning of the use of shared superintendents in school 
districts in the United States. Sederberg (1986, pp. 19-24) surveyed the chief state school 
officers of the 37 states with at least 100 local school districts, and found that 21 of those states 
reported shared superintendent arrangements in 1983-1984. Following those findings, the 
author surveyed those shared superintendents to learn more about the practice. One of the 
conclusions was that principals were the main receivers of more responsibilities. Before this 
time period, it is much harder to pinpoint the shared superintendent origin. Perhaps the best 
place to start is the state that has been the center of many superintendent sharings and the 
majority of research on shared superintendents: Iowa. 
The Superintendent Sharing Boom in Iowa (1980s-1990s). Iowa provides the richest 
history of the shared superintendency found in the United States as a strong part of its 
reorganization efforts. Iowa's shared superintendent history began in the 1980s, but it is still a 
factor for many school districts today. The experiences in Iowa are crucial for a complete and 
thorough understanding of the shared superintendency as it applies to Pennsylvania. 
Greimann (1992) described a time in the 1980s where economic and psychological 
hardship began to take its toll in Iowa, including its public school districts. School districts 
began sharing various activity and academic programs as well as various staff positions. These 
sharings were spurred on by financial incentives offered at the state level. Enter the shared 
superintendent. 
Ghan (1990) marked the 1981-1982 school year as the year there was one 
superintendent sharing agreement between two public school districts in Iowa. By 1985-1986 
this increased to five sharing agreements amongst ten public school districts. Figure 2 depicts 
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the rest of the story as the 1980s gave way to the 1990s. 
 
Figure 2. Iowa Public School Districts Sharing a Superintendent (1985-1992)                 
  Data compiled from Ghan (1990) and Decker and Talbot (1991) 
 
The explosion of shared superintendent agreements in Iowa gave way to several 
studies during that time. One of the earlier studies to be conducted was by Hull (1988) 
who compared superintendents and shared superintendents in Iowa to gauge job 
satisfaction. This was followed shortly thereafter by Decker and Talbot (1989) who 
interviewed 42 of the 44 shared superintendents in Iowa. They discovered that 85.7% of 
sharing agreements were made on the basis of financial savings. This coincided with Iowa 
Code 280.15 (also called a 28-E agreement) which allowed districts sharing a 
superintendent to claim more students than were actually in their district in order to reap 
more financial assistance from the state (Griemann, 1992). One of the many byproducts 
reported by the superintendents in the study was increased instructional leadership roles 
and managerial tasks for building principals (Decker & Talbot, 1989).  
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Decker and McCumsey (1990) followed up the survey of superintendents conducted 
by Decker and Talbot by interviewing 83 of 102 school board presidents who were involved 
in superintendent sharing agreements. It was found again that a majority of the decisions to 
have a shared arrangement was due to finances. Visibility of the superintendent was marked 
as a large issue for district staff and the community. Also, one of the recommendations was to 
research the impact on the building principal for further study. 
In the same year Bratlie (1990) surveyed shared superintendents and board presidents 
in Iowa, but he also included the same amount from Minnesota. It is no surprise that Bratlie 
also found financial decision making to be the causation for moving to a shared 
superintendent. Incidentally, financial savings were the largest result reported by the 78 
superintendents and 161 school board chairs. Consequently, while it was found that board 
members tended to be the strongest supporters of the shared superintendency, community and 
staff members were the largest opponents (Bratlie, 1990). 
Meyer (1990) also joined in with the surveying of shared superintendents and board 
presidents in Iowa at this time. Meyer was interested in the similarities and differences 
between shared superintendents and school board presidents. While there were similarities in 
many areas between the two groups, several areas of difference were also discovered. For 
example, the shared superintendents believed that they lost some of their usefulness in being 
supporters of the communities they served while the board presidents did not draw this 
conclusion. In another instance, the superintendents felt they were not as successful in 
improving instruction, but the board presidents disagreed. Yet another area of difference was 
that superintendents felt the compensation did not make up for the intangibles and 
responsibilities associated with the additional assignments. Board members thought it was a 
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fair compensation arrangement. These and other differences demonstrated a cavity between 
the vantage points of the shared superintendents and board presidents. It is also worthy of note 
that at this time Meyer distinguished that superintendent sharing in Iowa may have been at its 
“zenith” of 102 school districts given the decline of the funding incentives offered from the 
state (Meyer, p. 25, 1990). 
Shortly thereafter, secondary principals serving in schools that were a part of sharing 
agreements were the target of research by Griemann in 1992. Griemann surveyed 189 
secondary principals in Iowa about their perception of their responsibilities. About half of the 
principals were involved in districts that were sharing superintendents, the other half were 
principals who were a part of a district that did not share a superintendent. At the completion 
of the study, significant differences were discovered for the principals’ perceptions of certain 
responsibilities between the two groups. Two recommendations for future study were the 
effect on other professional/certified staff and the perceptions of and influence upon 
elementary principals (Griemann, 1992). 
Dose (1994) appears to be one of the final voices of research on the shared 
superintendent boom that occurred in the late 1980s and into the early 1990s in Iowa. Dose 
completed a study on the shared superintendents’ job satisfaction as compared to their non- 
sharing counterparts and contrasted with the findings of Hull in 1988. Dose identified that he 
surveyed all 51 shared superintendents from the 1992-1993 school year, which was the first 
year of decline since shared superintendents were introduced in Iowa in 1981. This was a 
small drop of seven shared superintendents, but it came only a couple of years after the 
prediction of decline by Meyer (1990). Fittingly enough, Dose discovered that when 
compared to their non-sharing colleagues, shared superintendents were significantly less 
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satisfied when it came to salary and promotion. These findings by Dose capped a flurry of 
research and movement for shared superintendent agreements, but also appears to be a 
precursor to a dark time for the shared superintendent at least with respect to the number of 
sharings and research conducted. 
Superintendent Sharing in the 21st Century. Although superintendent sharing 
continued in the 1990s and into the 2000s, the focus of research only reignited a couple of 
years into the new millennium. Where else to begin but back in Iowa? In the 2000-2001 
school year Oberg (2002) counted 20 shared superintendents across the state; a far cry from 
the 58 shared superintendents that Griemann (1992) counted for the 1991-1992 school year. 
Oberg, himself a shared superintendent in Iowa, conducted research of four groups of people 
in Iowa school districts: shared superintendents, school board members of shared 
superintendents, non-shared superintendents, and school board members of non-shared 
superintendents. Oberg was interested in learning if there was a difference in perception 
between shared superintendents and their school boards as compared to the perceptions held 
between non-shared superintendents and their school boards. Only one of the six null 
hypotheses was accepted: there was no difference between the two groups in board members’ 
appraisal of superintendents successfully accomplishing the governance of the school district 
(Oberg, 2002). 
Incidentally, Iowa was not the only place where research was being conducted on 
shared superintendents in the early 2000s. In 2002 the financial implications of the shared 
superintendency were tackled once again, but this time in the state of Nebraska by two 
different researchers. Winchester (2003) conducted a study of fifteen school districts, and came 
away with similar conclusions as Decker and Talbot (1989) that there was financial gain in the 
31  
shared superintendency: 
The significant reduction in superintendent expenses even after four years and 
the lower per pupil costs and administrative per pupil costs compared to the 
non-shared districts indicated this was a strategy small school districts need to 
consider when looking at ways to reduce cost and become more efficient. (p. 
77) 
  
Conversely, Edwards’s (2003) case study of eight shared superintendents in 
Nebraska showed that cost savings were not necessarily guaranteed to be a result of the 
agreement. Edwards’s focus on the perceptions of the superintendents on their shared role 
yielded four other themes besides the financial conclusion: (1) delegation of duties was 
significant, (2) time required to complete expectations of both districts, (3) serving as 
chief executive officer managing multiple sites, and (4) need for realistic expectations by 
the board and community. 
Winchester (2006) followed up her research about the shared superintendency with a 
published reflection on her own shared superintendency experience in 2006. She detailed the 
tug and pull that she felt as a shared superintendent with both positive and negatives from 
the position. Winchester commented that the importance of qualified principals could not be 
underestimated for the success of her shared superintendent arrangement. Winchester 
documented the difficulty of serving two different boards and the challenge of splitting time 
between the two districts. Winchester spent time in one district on Mondays and 
Wednesdays while spending Tuesdays and Thursdays in the other. On Fridays she spent 
time in both. She even went as far to have a shirt with a neutral color that displayed the 
logos of both districts to avoid having to change if she worked in both districts on the same 
day (Winchester, 2006). 
Similarly, to Winchester, Alan Jensen (2011) reflected on his experience as a shared 
32  
superintendent in the state of Iowa. Jensen served more than two decades as a shared 
superintendent. Jensen took visibility as an important challenge of his position citing that he 
would attend a different school event almost every evening of the week. Jensen also 
emphasized the importance of having capable building principals for a successful experience. 
In contrast to Winchester’s approach, Jensen would aim to spend time in both districts each 
and every day. Finally, Jensen underscored the importance of having the full support of both 
boards that he served (Jensen, 2011). 
The shared superintendent position in North Dakota was examined by Cronin (2008) 
during the 2006-2007 school year. Cronin surveyed shared superintendents, school board 
members, and principals to gauge perceptions of superintendents’ performance in light of six 
performance domains: Policy and Governance, Planning and Assessment, Instructional 
Leadership, Organizational Management, Communications and Community Relations, and 
Professionalism. It was found that there was a significant compromise of instructional 
leadership, communication, and community relationship when the districts shared a 
superintendent. Cronin recommended that more research was needed on the shared 
superintendent in other states as well as how the roles of staff change with a sharing agreement. 
Cronin cited the fact that more than 50% of the principals alleged a change in their job since 
the district moved into a sharing agreement. 
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Figure 3. Iowa Public School Districts Sharing a Superintendent (2007-2010) 
Data compiled from Horn (2011). Also important to note, the 2016-2017 school year 
district data revealed 90 school districts involved in 44 sharing agreements (Iowa 
Department of, 2016). 
The 2000s brought on a new wave of superintendent sharing in Iowa (Figure 3). Horn 
(2011) documented the need for research due to the state financial incentives’ for such an 
agreement potentially coming to a close in 2013. Horn set out to interview superintendents, 
board presidents, business managers, principals, and other supervisors about their changing 
role with the advent of a shared superintendent. He targeted four school districts that 
represented two sharing situations. Horn used the following research questions in his 
qualitative study: 
1. What are the motives for the decision by districts to share superintendents? 
 
2. Do shared superintendents face similar challenges as their counterparts from 20 
years ago? 
3. Have the lessons learned from the prior research been heeded over the last two decades? 
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4. Are there any new challenges facing shared superintendents today? 
 
5. What impact on the roles of district leaders, if any, has resulted from the decision to 
share a superintendent? (p. 7) 
At the completion of his case study, Horn made the following conclusions: (1) the 
impact of a district's decision to share a superintendent can be positive on the leaders of both 
districts, (2) the challenges of the past to district leadership in a shared superintendent 
environment have been addressed, (3) shared superintendent arrangements can be long lasting 
when the motivation to share extends beyond the financial, (4) the shared superintendent 
arrangement does not have to impede the superintendent in his or her role as an instructional 
leader [in contrast to Cronin (2008)] and can promote work as a manager, (5) a shared 
superintendent arrangement is recommended for consideration with certain job-specific 
caveats, and (6) specific abilities and skills are necessary for the success of a shared 
superintendent arrangement (p. 223-226).  
More recently, Andrews (2014) conducted a study of the shared superintendent 
phenomenon in New York state. Citing legislation created in 2011 that provisioned for such 
agreements, Andrews sought to discover what prompted school districts to enter into these 
agreements and how they related to organizational research. Andrews, like Horn, also took a 
case study approach of four schools involved in two sharing agreements. He listed the four 
following findings in his abstract: 
First, district leaders have a desire to attract and retain stable, high quality 
system leadership in order to meet organizational goals which is the primary 
influence in prompting the decision to enter a shared superintendent agreement. 
Second, there is a perceived scarcity of financial and human resources 
including insufficient revenue sources, an adequate pool of qualified candidates 
for the superintendency and a reluctance to pursue a search for a superintendent 
in participating districts. Third, there are certain prerequisite conditions which 
35  
must be in place to commence a successful shared superintendency including a 
previous successful shared service agreement between the districts, experience 
as a superintendent, familiarity with at least one of the districts by the shared 
superintendent, and a competent administrative team in each participating 
school district. Finally, several potential and perceived benefits have been 
identified as a result of the shared superintendent agreement for participating 
districts including the opportunity for additional shared services between the 
two districts, taking a proactive step prior to the potential of being forced to 
consolidate or merge and the ability to demonstrate frugality to stakeholder 
groups. (viii-ix) 
The Shared Superintendency Comes to Pennsylvania. Not to be outdone by its 
northern neighbor, Pennsylvania took the plunge into the shared superintendent arrangement 
quite recently. In the 2014-2015 school year, Northwest Area School District and Lake-
Lehman School District began sharing a superintendent. Shortly thereafter, Columbia School 
District and Eastern Lancaster County School District entered into an agreement to share 
superintendent Bob Hollister for the 2016-2017 school year (Kreidler, 2015; Newhouse, 
2016a). With the two agreements having been made in the last three years it is still too new for 
most research inquiries.  
However, the two agreements have spurred legislation to be put forward to offer 
incentives for schools which enter into shared superintendent agreements. Senator Ryan 
Aument, R-Landisville, proposed Senate Bill 1332 on June 23, 2016, which would award 
grant funds to school districts that share administrative roles and also potentially 
transportation, facilities, and technology (Newhouse, 2016b). With 500 school districts in the 
state and finances continuing to be in question, it may only be a matter of time before a spike 
occurs of similar proportions in Pennsylvania as compared to that in Iowa. 
This stream of research helps to build the history and perspective that this new 
phenomenon of school reorganization is bringing to Pennsylvania. Being able to observe and 
learn from a state that has already seen the shared superintendency rise, fall, and rise again will 
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help clarify this option for Pennsylvania rural school districts, specifically those that may be in 
difficult financial positions. The perspectives of educators who have been involved in this 
arrangement will assist the research to inform if this is a viable option for rural school districts.  
Summary 
This chapter intertwined the three literature streams of rural school districts, school 
reorganization, and the shared superintendency to depict the current snapshot of the horizon 
for Pennsylvania rural school districts. Shared superintendent agreements have arrived in short 
order, coming on the heels of decades where there was little to no action on the school district 
reorganization front, despite many conversations. The financial difficulties are continuing for 
rural school districts; they may be on the brink of some challenging reorganization decisions 
that may make them more likely to entertain the shared superintendent option. The history of 
Iowa’s shared superintendency, combined with past and future research, will be able to help 
inform policy makers and school leaders about whether this type of agreement is right for their 
particular school district.  
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CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY  
Introduction 
The purpose of this descriptive, quantitative study was to explore the attitudes and 
beliefs of teachers and principals toward the instructional leadership capacity of the shared 
superintendent. This included teachers and principals who were working in rural public school 
districts in Iowa that had a shared superintendent. The attitudes and perspectives of teachers 
and principals were taken into account and analyzed to benefit future decision making by rural 
public school districts and policymakers in regards to reorganization, specifically the shared 
superintendency. 
This chapter describes the methodology used as the basis for the research. First, the 
research questions are revisited, followed by a discussion on the study design and the specific 
methodological approach that was used. Following this, the site and population are described, 
with an explanation of how the different sites were accessed. Additionally, each strategy that 
was used for collecting data, the procedures, and stages of data collection are outlined. Finally, 
the Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval process and ethical considerations are 
explained. 
The following research questions guided this research: 
 
RQ1: Is there a statistically significant difference in the attitudes toward the instructional 
leadership capacity of the shared superintendent between teachers and administrators in rural 
school districts in Iowa? 
Null Hypothesis: There is no statistically significant difference in the attitudes toward 
the instructional leadership capacity of the shared superintendent between teachers and 
administrators in rural school districts in Iowa.  
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RQ2: Is there a statistically significant difference in the attitudes toward the instructional 
leadership capacity of the shared superintendent between core, "essential", special education, 
and "other" support service teachers in rural school districts in Iowa? 
Null Hypothesis: There is no statistically significant difference in the attitudes toward the 
instructional leadership capacity of the shared superintendent between core, "essential", 
special education, and "other" support service teachers in rural school districts in Iowa. 
RQ3: Is there a statistically significant difference in the attitudes toward the 
instructional leadership capacity of the shared superintendent between different levels 
(i.e. elementary, middle, high) of teachers and principals in rural school districts in 
Iowa? 
Null Hypothesis: There is no statistically significant difference in the attitudes toward the 
instructional leadership capacity of the shared superintendent between different levels (i.e. 
elementary, middle, and high) of teachers and principals in rural school districts in Iowa. 
RQ4: How do varying levels of experience for teachers and principals relate to attitudes 
toward the instructional leadership capacity of the shared superintendent in rural school 
districts in Iowa?  
Null Hypothesis: There is no significant prediction by varying levels of experience for 
teachers and principals of their attitudes toward the instructional leadership capacity of the 
shared superintendent in rural school districts in Iowa. 
Research Design and Rationale 
 
A descriptive, cross-sectional web-based survey research design was used for this 
study. According to Michael Harwell (2011), “Quantitative research methods attempt to 
maximize objectivity, replicability, and generalizability of findings, and are typically 
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interested in prediction,” (p. 149).  These traits are precisely what were employed to wide-
ranging extrapolations about the beliefs and values of these teachers and principals 
concerning the instructional leadership capacity of the superintendent sharing of their rural 
public school districts. The findings led to an overall discernibility of the attitudes and beliefs 
of the teachers and principals. 
Incidentally, cross-sectional surveys are explicitly intended to collect data at a 
particular point in time. Creswell (2014) explains that one type of cross-sectional survey study 
is when the survey can “examine current attitudes, beliefs, opinions, or practices,” (p. 377). 
The survey functions as the vehicle to collect the information in a scientific and secure 
manner. The dissemination of the survey will provide the avenue for this information to be 
solicited while allowing for a numeric calculation of responses from the participants. Through 
the collection, compilation, and interpretation of this information, future decisions regarding 
the potential consolidation of rural public school districts will be impacted by the survey 
responses received and analyzed from the participants. 
The methodology used in this study was similar to the approach used by Crankshaw 
(2011), who explored the values and perceptions held by teachers of the non-shared 
superintendent as instructional leader. The author focused solely on teachers and this study 
differed in that the researcher was also interested in principals’ attitudes toward the 
instructional leadership capacity of the shared superintendent and intended on comparing 
teachers and principals’ attitudes. The researcher secured permission from Crankshaw to use 
his survey for this research (see Appendix D).  
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Site and Population 
 
Population Description 
 
The researcher sought and secured the permission of three shared superintendents in 
rural Iowa, representing six districts. The superintendents were purposefully selected based on 
the years in which the districts had been operating under a shared superintendency. One 
superintendent was in the second year of the shared agreement, the second was in the fourth 
year, and the final superintendent was in the thirteenth year of a shared superintendent 
agreement. This purposeful selection allowed the researcher access to principals and teachers 
who had a variety of experiences working with a shared superintendent. Each superintendent 
was sent an initial email of intent. Following signed District Intent to Participate forms from 
the superintendents (see Appendix C) and Institutional Review Board approval (see Appendix 
D), the survey was sent to all teachers and principals in the six school districts. 
The six rural public school districts in Iowa had 304 teachers and 13 principals that 
were asked to participate in the survey. All responses to the survey were anonymous with no 
specifics collected that could uniquely identify a school district or participant. Each school 
district provided a distribution list. The email sent to the collective distribution list included a 
link to the survey. 
Site Description 
 
The six rural public school districts were located in the state of Iowa. They ranged in 
student population from 258 to 1,087. The schools were first narrowed from the field by their 
rural designation as defined by The Center for Rural Pennsylvania which states, “A county or 
school district is rural when the number of persons per square mile within the county or school 
district is less than 284. Counties and school districts that have 284 persons or more per square 
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mile are considered urban” (Demographics Rural Urban, 2014, para. 2). 
Site Access 
 
Permission for giving the survey to staff was secured through the school district 
superintendent (Appendix C). Following IRB Approval (Appendix D), the teachers and 
principals were sent a secure link to the survey. Prior to completing the survey, each 
participant was required to read and confirm the Informed Consent page. Any participant 
declining the Informed Consent was not be able to complete the survey. A reminder was sent 
after one week to encourage responses to the survey. Included with the reminder was an 
expression of gratitude to each principal and teacher whether or not they completed the survey. 
The superintendents were also thanked for consenting to the study on behalf of each district. 
Research Methods 
 
Description of Method Used 
 
The objective of this research was to ascertain teachers’ and principals’ perceptions of the 
instructional leadership capacity of the shared superintendent. Thus, a cross-sectional 
survey design was implemented. 
This instrument (Appendix B) was adapted from an Instructional Leadership 
survey created by Crankshaw (2011) for his study on the values and perceptions of 
teachers on the instructional leadership role of the superintendent. Crankshaw marked 
face validity of the survey by means of a panel of experts who helped improve and 
authenticate the survey. This panel included ten highly qualified male and female 
teachers with various levels of experience representing different academic areas and 
school settings. The panel members completed the survey anonymously, giving feedback 
for the questions and providing clarifying comments. Crankshaw compiled these 
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responses to adjust the survey instrument as needed. 
Crankshaw ensured reliability of the survey instrument by means of Cronbach’s co- 
efficient alpha, which gauged the center constancy of the four components of instructional 
leadership identified by Smith and Andrews (1989): Resource Provider, Instructional 
Resource, Communicator, and Visible Presence. The survey had seven sections. One of the 
sections was specific only to teacher demographics, while another section was only for 
principal demographics. The third section asked about the respondents' beliefs toward the 
general role of the superintendent as an instructional leader. The other four sections focused on 
teachers’ and principals’ understanding and beliefs of instructional leadership and the 
teachers’ and principals’ perceptions of the shared superintendent’s instructional leadership 
behaviors. 
There were 48 total questions with 40 of them constructed around Smith and 
Andrew’s (1989) four instructional leadership quadrants. A Likert scale was used with each 
scale numbered one through seven. These questions were developed with the purpose of 
soliciting an accurate response from the participants. Ambiguous wording or unfamiliar 
syntactical constructs were avoided to aid in the ease of response. The approximate time 
anticipated to complete the survey was 15 minutes. The first eight questions of the survey 
were demographic related, but not specific enough to allow for identification of individual 
participants.  
Data Analysis Procedures 
Data from Qualtrics was adapted into the Statistical Package for Social Sciences 
(SPSS) v. 20 for Windows. The Qualtrics survey package was designed precisely for the SPSS 
conversion feature. The analysis was intended to focus on trends and commonalities of 
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responses in contrast with various groupings, and the most intensive areas of need as identified 
by the participants was examined. To test the hypotheses, a one-way analysis of variance 
(ANOVA) was calculated for research questions one through three with focus on the four 
quadrants of instructional leadership. The researcher performed a Pearson correlation for 
research question four, due to the continuous natures and possible relation of the variables. 
Tables and graphs were utilized to view and describe the SPSS data. 
Stages of Data Collection 
 
The survey was created in Qualtrics and was emailed to the participants in each of the 
six districts. The researcher sent a reminder email one week after the initial email. Survey 
results were recorded as they were completed. Incentives were offered to respondents who 
successfully completed the quantitative survey. Upon completing the survey, participants were 
able to enter a drawing for a chance at one of four 25$ Amazon gift cards. Creswell (2014) 
lists the use of incentives as a possible way to boost response rate. The data from Qualtrics 
was transferred to readable and manipulative software. 
Following the uploading of the information, the researcher was able to view the data 
using Microsoft Excel and analyzed the data using SPSS v.20 for Windows. The researcher 
had sole access to the data and had the data saved to a secure server within the researcher’s 
computer network. 
Ethical Considerations 
 
Similar to the site access points of discussion, there were various ethical considerations 
that coincided. Each participant was guaranteed anonymity through their taking of the survey. 
As outlined in the literature review, there is much sensitivity regarding the subject of school 
district reorganization. Without this promise of confidentiality, the authenticity of responses 
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would certainly be called into question as it could be alleged that superintendents would be 
adversely affected if the responses were made public. This would provide a significant amount 
of error and render the data collected as not a true reflection of the participants’ perceptions or 
beliefs. Furthermore, this anonymity and the nature of an online survey does allow for the 
possibility of participants providing a substitute for themselves to take the survey without the 
consent of the researcher. This would be a known risk taken with the administration of such a 
survey; albeit unlikely, it is still a variable beyond the control of the study. 
The purpose of the survey and the Informed Consent was shared with each respondent. 
Anyone not acknowledging the reading and receipt of this information was not able to 
complete the survey. This helped to ensure participants were able to respond with honest and 
trusting answers. The researcher also submitted this proposal to the Drexel University 
Institutional Review Board (IRB). The IRB review process confirmed that the planned 
procedures conformed to their policies. Approval from IRB occurred on April 27, 2017 
(Appendix D). 
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS, RESULTS, AND INTERPRETATIONS 
 
Findings 
 
 This quantitative study sought to examine the perceptions of teachers and principals 
toward the instructional leadership capacity of the shared superintendent in four critical areas, 
Resource Provider, Instructional Resource, Communicator, and Visible Presence. Participants 
included 77 teachers and nine principals working in six rural public school districts in Iowa that 
have entered into three shared superintendent agreements.  The attitudes and perspectives of 
teachers and principals were taken into consideration and examined for the benefit of rural public 
school districts making decisions concerning reorganization, with the shared superintendency in 
mind.  
 Each of the research questions were examined using data obtained by means of the 
Instructional Leadership Survey (Appendix B). A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was 
used to analyze the data to answer the first three questions, while Pearson’s correlation 
coefficient was used to analyze the data to answer the final question. The research questions 
were: 
RQ1: Is there a statistically significant difference in the attitudes toward the instructional 
leadership capacity of the shared superintendent between teachers and principals in rural school 
districts in Iowa?  
Null Hypothesis: There is no statistically significant difference in the attitudes toward the 
instructional leadership capacity of the shared superintendent between teachers and prinicipals in 
rural school districts in Iowa.  
RQ2: Is there a statistically significant difference in the attitudes toward the instructional 
leadership capacity of the shared superintendent between core, "essential", special education, and 
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"other" support service teachers in rural school districts in Iowa?  
Null Hypothesis: There is no statistically significant difference in the attitudes toward the 
instructional leadership capacity of the shared superintendent between core, "essential", special 
education, and "other" support service teachers in rural school districts in Iowa.  
RQ3: Is there a statistically significant difference in the attitudes toward the instructional 
leadership capacity of the shared superintendent between different levels (i.e. elementary, 
middle, and high) of teachers and principals in rural school districts in Iowa?  
Null Hypothesis: There is no statistically significant difference in the attitudes toward the 
instructional leadership capacity of the shared superintendent between different levels (i.e. 
elementary, middle, and high) of teachers and principals in rural school districts in Iowa.  
RQ4: How do varying levels of experience for teachers and principals relate to attitudes 
toward the instructional leadership capacity of the shared superintendent in rural school 
districts in Iowa?  
Null Hypothesis: There is no significant prediction by varying levels of experience for teachers 
and principals of their attitudes toward the instructional leadership capacity of the shared 
superintendent in rural school districts in Iowa. 
 To begin the review of data, Table 1 details the six participating school districts for this 
study with their staff and student information. Districts One and Two share a superintendent, 
Districts Three and Four share a superintendent, and Districts Five and Six share a 
superintendent. 
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Table 1: School District Staff and Student Information 
District Teachers Principals Student Enrollment 
District One 25 1 258 
District Two 94 4 1,087 
District Three 27 2 277 
District Four 64 3 833 
District Five 61 2 796 
District Six 33 1 381 
Totals 304 13 3,632 
Note. Source: Iowa Department of Education (2016) 
A survey link was sent to all 317 educators in these six school districts on April 27, 2017. 
A reminder email to complete the survey and thanking all participants was sent on May 4, 2017. 
Of the 317 educators who were sent the survey, eight respondents elected not to participate in the 
survey, 29 educators consented to participate but did not complete the survey, and 86 participants 
consented to and completed the entire survey yielding a final response rate of 27%. None of the 
partial response information was included in the survey data analysis. 
 Of the 86 participants, there were 77 teachers and nine principals. The mean years of 
experience for teachers was 15.1 (+/- 10.41), while the median years of experience was 13.00 
(range= 1-39). The majority of teachers (59%) had more than 10 years of experience. The mean 
years of experience for principals was 12.67 (+/- 8.83), while the median years of experience was 
10.00 (range = 3-31). The majority of principals (55%) had less than 11 years of experience. 
Appendices D and E show the frequency distribution of respondents for teachers and principals 
by their level of experience.  
 Table 2 displays the number of respondents by teaching disciplines. This demographic 
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information was pertinent to RQ2, which was focused on the varying certification areas of 
teachers. Core subject teachers encompassed the largest part of the response pool. Only one 
teacher belonged in the “other” support services category.  
Table 2: Frequency Distribution Respondents' Demographical Data: Teaching Certification 
Respondents Certification Area Number of Respondents Percent of Teachers 
Core subject (ELA, Math, Science, 
Social Studies) 
48 62% 
“Essential” subject (music, art, 
PE, language) 
19 25% 
Special education 9 12% 
“Other” support services 1 1% 
Total 77 100% 
 
 Tables 3 and 4 reveal the school levels where teachers and principals served. Teachers 
and principals who served in the middle level of 6-8 are included in the secondary (6-12) 
category.  
  
Table 3: Frequency Distribution Respondents' Demographical Data: Teaching School Level 
Teachers’ School Level Number of Respondents Percent of Teachers 
Elementary (K-5) 37 48% 
Secondary (6-12) 40 52% 
Total 77 100% 
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Table 4: Frequency Distribution Respondents' Demographical Data: Principal School Level 
Principals’ Certification Area Number of Respondents Percent of Principals 
Elementary (K-5) 4 44% 
Secondary (6-12) 5 56% 
Total 9 100% 
 
 The survey measured the four different quadrants of Smith and Andrews’ (1989) 
instructional leadership model: Resource Provider, Instructional Resource, Communicator, and 
Visible Presence. Instilling teachers with instructional strategies, time, and resources, while 
communicating in a multi-faceted approach and being visible, allows the superintendent to move 
beyond just managing a district (King, 2010). Student achievement is also affected by this type 
of instructional leadership (Waters and Marzano, 2006). Teachers and principals were able to 
respond with their perceptions to questions developed within each of the four quadrants, 
providing a rating of 1-7. 
Appendices G and H show the percent responses of teachers and principals in each 
category of the four quadrants of the superintendent’s instructional leadership. The areas that 
garnered the highest percent are in bold. A majority of the highest percent consistently fell in the 
“Agree” categories, and the lowest it registered is the “Undecided” category. This demonstrated 
high ratings overall in all areas from both groups. These responses also yielded impactful results 
when it came to the statistical analyses that are detailed in the next section. 
Results and Interpretations 
In order to begin the analysis of educator perceptions, each of the research questions were 
examined using the survey data. A one-way ANOVA was used for the first three questions while 
Pearson’s correlation coefficient was used for the final question. Each research question and 
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corresponding hypothesis is presented with the analogous data. It is then explained why or why 
not the hypothesis was accepted or rejected. 
The first groups compared were the teacher and principal sets. RQ1 asked: Is there a 
statistically significant difference in the attitudes toward the instructional leadership capacity of 
the shared superintendent between teachers and administrators in rural school districts in Iowa? 
The null hypothesis stated that there is no statistically significant difference in the attitudes 
toward the instructional leadership capacity of the shared superintendent between teachers and 
administrators in rural school districts in Iowa. 
In order to answer this question, participant responses were averaged for each of the four 
instructional leadership categories for the superintendent: Instructional Resource, Resource 
Provider, Communicator, and Visible Presence. Using those averages for each teacher and 
principal, a one-way ANOVA was calculated to compare the two groups in each of the four 
categories. Table 5 shows the four different one-way ANOVA statistical summary results. 
Table 5: One-way ANOVA Descriptive Statistics for Principal and Teacher Groups 
SUMMARY for Resource Provider     
Groups Count Sum Average Variance   
Principals 9 55.79 6.20 0.38   
Teachers 77 396.93 5.15 1.41   
       
       
ANOVA       
Source of Variation SS df MS F p-value F crit 
Between Groups 8.77 1 8.77 6.67 0.012 3.95 
Both Groups 110.49 84 1.32    
       
Total 119.26 85         
 
 
 
     
51  
SUMMARY for Instructional Resource 
Groups Count Sum Average Variance   
Principals 9 51.22 5.69 0.70   
Teachers 77 368.56 4.79 1.79   
       
       
ANOVA       
Source of Variation SS df MS F p-value F crit 
Between Groups 6.60 1 6.60 3.92 0.05 3.95 
Both Groups 141.45 84 1.68    
       
Total 148.04 85         
 
SUMMARY for Communicator     
Groups Count Sum Average Variance   
Principals 9 53.64 5.96 0.48   
Teachers 77 397.18 5.16 1.73   
       
       
ANOVA       
Source of Variation SS df MS F p-value F crit 
Between Groups 5.18 1 5.18 3.22 0.08 3.95 
Both Groups 135.20 84 1.61    
       
Total 140.3737 85         
 
SUMMARY for Visible Presence     
Groups Count Sum Average Variance   
Principals 9 52.50 5.83 0.51   
Teachers 77 357.17 4.64 2.31   
       
       
ANOVA       
Source of Variation SS df MS F p-value F crit 
Between Groups 11.50 1 11.51 5.387 0.02 3.95 
Both Groups 179.52 84 2.12    
       
Total 191.03 85         
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 In order to find a statistically significant difference, the one-way ANOVA testing was 
seeking a p-value less than .05. Appendix J shows the p-value results for each of the four areas. 
Accordingly, two of the domains, Resource Provider and Visible Presence, yielded p-values 
lower than .05 although the Instructional Resource p-value was barely higher with a .051. In this 
case, the null hypothesis can be rejected for two of the areas and state that there is a statistically 
significant difference in the attitudes toward the instructional leadership capacity of the shared 
superintendent between teachers and principals in rural school districts in Iowa specifically when 
it comes to the Resource Provider F(1, 84) = 6.67, p = .01 and Visible Presence F(4, 84) = 5.39, 
p = .02, of the Superintendent.  
Smith and Andrews (1989) describe that instructional leaders need to be able to use time 
and resources in an effective manner. Waters & Marzano (2009) write that resources need to be 
utilized in support of instructional goals. When viewing the responses in general from both 
groups, it can be observed that the principals often gave higher ratings in this area over that of 
the teachers. Perhaps this points toward a deficit in the ability to effectively use the time and 
resources Smith and Andrews (1989) speak about. It leads to questions about what exactly the 
resource provision capacity looks like from the superintendent to the teaching staff in 
comparison to the resource provision capacity between the superintendent and the principal staff. 
To help examine this significance in more detail, Table 6 shows the average response scores of 
teachers and principals for each of the survey questions in the Resource Provider section. Many 
of the questions had one point or more difference between the principals and teachers. The 
principals gave higher ratings in all categories. The question that received the highest difference 
(1.4) between the groups was question 18: My superintendent encourages risk-taking and 
innovation in the effort to improve instruction. 
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This area would likely be an area of focus for shared superintendents attempting to achieve the 
same level or better of effectiveness with the teachers as is accomplished with principals. Rural 
school districts and superintendents pursuing a shared superintendent agreement would want to 
find ways to ensure fostering an environment where teachers are encouraged in risk-taking and 
innovation when they are trying to improve their instruction. 
Table 6: Differences Between Teacher and Principal Responses to Resource Provider 
Survey Question Average Teacher Response Average Principal Response Difference 
9 5.5 6.7 1.2 
10 5.5 6.4 0.9 
11 5.4 6.7 1.3 
12 4.9 5.9 1.0 
13 5.1 6.2 1.1 
14 5.3 6.3 1.0 
15 5.0 6.1 1.1 
16 5.2 6.2 1.0 
17 5.0 5.7 0.7 
18 5.0 6.4 1.4 
19 4.7 6.0 1.3 
20 5.1 6.0 0.9 
21 5.3 6.0 0.7 
22 5.1 6.1 1.0 
 
Smith and Andrews (1989) describe that instructional leaders need to be visible 
throughout the school for successful instructional leadership. When viewing the responses in 
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general from both groups, it can be observed that the principals often gave higher ratings in this 
area over that of the teachers. Perhaps this points toward a deficit in the ability of shared 
superintendents to be visible to the teaching staff. It leads to questions about what exactly the 
visibility looks like from the superintendent to the teaching staff in comparison to the visibility 
between the superintendent and the principal staff. To help examine this significance in more 
detail, Table 7 shows the average response scores of teachers and principals for each of the 
survey questions in the Visible Presence section. All of the questions had one point or more 
difference between the principals and teachers except one (question 45). The principals gave 
higher ratings in all categories. The question that received the highest difference (1.5) between 
the groups was question 47: My superintendent is visible during school hours. 
This area would undoubtedly be an area of focus for shared superintendents attempting to 
achieve the same level or better effectiveness with the teachers as is accomplished with 
principals. Rural school districts and superintendents pursuing a shared superintendent 
agreement would want to find ways to ensure the superintendent is able to be visible during 
school hours. 
Table 7: Differences Between Teacher and Principal Responses to Visible Presence 
Survey Question Average Teacher Response Average Principal Response Difference 
43 4.4 5.8 1.3 
44 5.0 6.3 1.3 
45 4.6 5.2 .6 
46 4.8 5.9 1.1 
47 4.6 6.1 1.5 
48 4.5 5.7 1.2 
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RQ2 focused exclusively on the teacher group, and more specifically, the discipline areas 
of the teachers. Research question two asked if there is a statistically significant difference in the 
attitudes toward the instructional leadership capacity of the shared superintendent between core, 
"essential", special education, and "other" support service teachers in rural school districts in 
Iowa? The null hypothesis stated that there is no statistically significant difference in the 
attitudes toward the instructional leadership capacity of the shared superintendent between core, 
"essential", special education, and "other" support service teachers in rural school districts in 
Iowa. 
In order to answer this question, participant responses were averaged for each of the four 
instructional leadership categories for the superintendent: Resource Provider, Instructional 
Resource, Communicator, and Visible Presence. Using those averages for each teacher, a one-
way ANOVA was calculated to compare the three group of teachers (“other” designation was not 
used) in each of the four categories. Table 8 shows the four one-way ANOVA statistical 
summary results. 
Table 8: One-way ANOVA Descriptive Statistics for Teacher Discipline Areas 
SUMMARY for Resource Provider    
Groups Count Sum Average Variance   
Essential 19 97.86 5.15 1.72   
Core 48 251.57 5.24 0.98   
Special 9 45.146 5.02 2.77   
       
       
ANOVA       
Source of 
Variation SS df MS F 
P-
value F crit 
Between 
Groups 0.43 2 0.21 0.16 0.85 3.12 
All Groups 99.06 73 1.36    
       
Total 99.49 75         
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SUMMARY for Instructional Resource    
Groups Count Sum Average Variance   
Essential 19 85 4.47 2.34   
Core 48 239.22 4.98 1.18   
Special 9 42.33 4.70 3.31   
       
       
ANOVA       
Source of Variation SS df MS F p-value F crit 
Between Groups 3.69 2 1.84 1.08 0.34 3.12 
All Groups 124.24 73 1.706    
       
Total 127.93 75         
 
SUMMARY for Communicator     
Groups Count Sum Average Variance   
Essential 19 100.45 5.29 1.79   
Core 48 249.27 5.192 1.32   
Special 9 45.82 5.09 3.04   
       
 
       
ANOVA       
Source of Variation SS df MS F p-value F crit 
Between Groups 0.25 2 0.13 0.08 0.93 3.12 
All Groups 118.56 73 1.62    
       
Total 118.812 75         
 
SUMMARY for Visible Presence     
Groups Count Sum Average Variance   
Essential 19 86.5 4.55 3.14   
Core 48 227.17 4.73 1.71   
Special 9 42.17 4.69 3.40   
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ANOVA       
Source of Variation SS df MS F p-value F crit 
Between Groups 0.44 2 0.22 0.10 0.91 3.12 
All Groups 163.90 73 2.25    
       
Total 164.34 75         
 
 None of the results yielded p-values less than .05. Thus the null hypothesis is accepted, 
meaning that there is no statistically significant difference in the attitudes toward the 
instructional leadership capacity of the shared superintendent between core, "essential", and 
special education teachers in rural school districts in Iowa.  
 It is worthy to note that core subject area teachers consistently rated higher than their 
essential and special education counterparts. Core subject area teachers had the highest overall 
average for each quadrant except for Communicator, where their results came in just under that 
of the essential grouping. The essential and special education groups were inconsistent in their 
ratings when ranked among the groups. These results lead to questions about what shared 
superintendents can do to improve with teachers from all disciplines, specifically those not in the 
core subject areas.  
 In a similar fashion, RQ3 looked to compare the different levels of the teacher and 
principal groups. RQ3 asks if there is a statistically significant difference in the attitudes toward 
the instructional leadership capacity of the shared superintendent between different levels 
(elementary, middle, and secondary) of teachers and principals in rural school districts in Iowa? 
The null hypothesis states there is no statistically significant difference in the attitudes toward the 
instructional leadership capacity of the shared superintendent between different levels 
(elementary, middle, and high school) of school teachers and principals in rural school districts 
in Iowa. 
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 In order to answer this question, participant responses were averaged for each of the four 
instructional leadership categories for the superintendent: Resource Provider, Instructional 
Resource, Communicator, and Visible Presence. The middle school group was included in the 
secondary grouping. Using those averages for each teacher and principal, a one-way ANOVA 
was calculated to compare the elementary and secondary groups of teachers and then principals 
in each of the four categories. Table 9 shows the four one-way ANOVA statistical summary 
results for elementary and secondary principals. Table 10 shows the four one-way ANOVA 
statistical summary results for elementary and secondary teachers. 
Table 9: One-way ANOVA Descriptive Statistics for Elementary and Secondary Principals 
SUMMARY for Resource Provider    
Groups Count Sum Average Variance   
Elementary 4 24.5 6.13 0.56   
Secondary 5 31.29 6.26 0.34   
       
       
ANOVA       
Source of Variation SS df MS F p-value F crit 
Between Groups 0.039 1 0.04 0.09 0.77 5.59 
Both Groups 3.03 7 0.44    
       
Total 3.07 8         
 
SUMMARY for Instructional Resource    
Groups Count Sum Average Variance   
Elementary 4 23.11 5.78 0.67   
Secondary 5 28.11 5.62 0.89   
       
       
ANOVA       
Source of Variation SS df MS F p-value F crit 
Between Groups 0.05 1 0.05 0.07 0.80 5.59 
Both Groups 5.60 7 0.80    
       
Total 5.65 8         
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SUMMARY for Communicator     
Groups Count Sum Average Variance   
Elementary 4 23.27 5.82 0.76   
Secondary 4 24.73 6.18 0.39   
       
       
ANOVA       
Source of Variation SS df MS F p-value F crit 
Between Groups 0.26 1 0.26 0.46 0.52 5.99 
Both Groups 3.44 6 0.57    
       
Total 3.70 7         
 
SUMMARY for Visible Presence     
Groups Count Sum Average Variance   
Elementary 4 23.83 5.96 0.95   
Secondary 5 28.67 5.73 0.29   
       
       
ANOVA       
Source of Variation SS df MS F p-value F crit 
Between Groups 0.11 1 0.11 0.20 0.67 5.59 
Both Groups 4.00 7 0.57    
       
Total 4.11 8         
 
Table 10: One-way ANOVA Descriptive Statistics for Elementary and Secondary Teachers 
SUMMARY for Resource Provider    
Groups Count Sum Average Variance   
Elementary 37 189.07 5.11 1.42   
Secondary 40 207.86 5.20 1.44   
       
       
ANOVA       
Source of Variation SS Df MS F p-value F crit 
Between Groups 0.14 1 0.14 0.10 0.75 3.97 
Both Groups 107.28 75 1.43    
       
Total 107.42 76         
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SUMMARY for Instructional Resource    
Groups Count Sum Average Variance   
Elementary 37 176.22 4.76 1.96   
Secondary 40 192.33 4.81 1.68   
       
       
ANOVA       
Source of Variation SS Df MS F p-value F crit 
Between Groups 0.04 1 0.04 0.02 0.88 3.97 
Both Groups 135.76 75 1.81    
       
Total 135.80 76         
 
SUMMARY Communicator     
Groups Count Sum Average Variance   
Elementary 37 188.91 5.11 1.74   
Secondary 40 208.27 5.21 1.76   
       
       
ANOVA       
Source of Variation SS df MS F p-value F crit 
Between Groups 0.20 1 0.20 0.11 0.74 3.97 
Both Groups 131.18 75 1.75    
       
Total 131.38 76         
 
SUMMARY for Visible Presence     
Groups Count Sum Average Variance   
Elementary 37 170.67 4.61 2.71   
Secondary 40 186.5 4.66 2.00   
       
       
ANOVA       
Source of Variation SS df MS F p-value F crit 
Between Groups 0.048 1 0.05 0.02 0.89 3.97 
Both Groups 175.36 75 2.34    
       
Total 175.41 76         
  
Similar to the results to question two, none of the results yielded p-values less than .05. 
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Thus, the null hypothesis is accepted, meaning that there is no statistically significant difference 
in the attitudes toward the instructional leadership capacity of the shared superintendent between 
different levels (elementary and secondary) of teachers and principals in rural school districts in 
Iowa. 
Interestingly secondary teachers consistently rated higher than their elementary education 
colleagues did. Secondary had the highest overall average for each of the four quadrants. It is 
clear that at least within this sample size, elementary teachers present a greater challenge for 
shared superintendents in the four different areas of instructional leadership. 
 The final question was in contrast to the first three because of its focus on experience 
level of educators. RQ4 asks: How do varying levels of experience for teachers and principals 
relate to attitudes toward the instructional leadership capacity of the shared superintendent in 
rural school districts in Iowa? The null hypothesis states that there will be no significant 
prediction by varying levels of experience for teachers and principals of their attitudes toward the 
instructional leadership capacity of the shared superintendent in rural school districts in Iowa. 
 In order to answer this question, participant responses were averaged for each of the four 
instructional leadership categories for the superintendent: Instructional resource, Resource 
provider, Communicator, and Visible presence. Using those averages for each teacher and 
principal, a Pearson correlation coefficient was calculated to analyze if there was a correlation 
between the responses and experience level of teachers and principals. Table 11 shows the 
Pearson correlation statistical summary results for principals. Table 12 shows the Pearson 
correlation coefficient statistical summary results for teachers. 
Table 11: Pearson's Correlation Statistical Summary Results for Principals 
Pearson Correlation Coefficient for Experience Level of Principals 
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Survey Item for Principals Correlation 
Resource Provider -0.46 
Instructional Resource -0.67 
Communicator -0.26 
Visible Presence -0.29 
 
Descriptive Data for Experience Level of Principals 
Instructional Domain N Mean SD 
Resource Provider 9 6.20 0.21 
Instructional Resource 9 5.69 0.28 
Communicator 9 5.96 0.23 
Visible Presence 9 5.83 0.24 
Years 9 12.67 2.94 
Seven Point Scale: 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Somewhat Disagree, 3=Disagree, 4=Undecided, 
5=Agree, 6=Somewhat Agree, 7=Strongly Agree 
Table 12: Pearson's Correlation Coefficient Summary Results for Teachers 
Pearson Correlation Coefficient for Experience Level of Teachers 
Survey Item for Teachers Correlation 
Resource Provider 0.12 
Instructional Resource 0.16 
Communicator 0.08 
Visible Presence -0.01 
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Descriptive Data for Experience Level of Teachers 
Instructional Domain N Mean SD 
Resource Provider 77 5.15 1.19 
Instructional Resource 77 4.79 1.34 
Communicator 77 5.16 1.31 
Visible Presence 77 4.67 1.52 
Years 77 15.10 10.41 
Seven Point Scale: 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Somewhat Disagree, 3=Disagree, 4=Undecided, 
5=Agree, 6=Somewhat Agree, 7=Strongly Agree 
 For the principals who responded to the survey, lower ratings in the Instructional 
Resource domain were strongly and negatively correlated with higher experience levels of 
principals, r(7) = -0.67, p ˂ .05  which is considered a large effect. The following scale was used 
to make this determination: Effect size: If r = +/-.5 it is large, +/-.3 it is medium, and +/-.1 it is 
small. From this scale you can also conclude that the other three areas had a similar effect but 
only of medium proportions. When looking at the teacher group, experience levels had little to 
no effect in this area. 
Subsequently, the null hypothesis for question four states that there will be no significant 
prediction by varying levels of experience for teachers and principals of their attitudes toward the 
instructional leadership capacity of the shared superintendent in rural school districts in Iowa. 
This can be rejected for only one domain of Instructional Leadership when it comes to principals 
and their experience levels. All other areas had minimal correlation. 
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Figure 4. Correlation of Principal Years of Experience to Rating Instructional Resource. 
Summary 
 
 In conclusion, there were important results that came out of this data analysis. There were 
many different areas for instructional leadership that can be targets of focus moving forward. 
Even without statistically significant findings, it is apparent that certain groups of teachers 
(elementary and special education, specifically) have some room for improvement when it comes 
to the superintendent’s ability to lead them instructionally. More significantly, there are specific 
quadrants that need to be emphasized by shared superintendents with particular groups of 
educators. There are targeted ways that these areas of need can begin to be addressed. Finally, in 
spite of these various areas of need, there was an overwhelming amount of positive feedback 
when it came to the office of the shared superintendent and the overall ratings collected from the 
educators in this study.  
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  
Introduction 
The purpose of this quantitative study was to examine the perceptions of teachers and 
principals toward the instructional leadership capacity (Resource Provider, Instructional 
Resource, Communicator, and Visible Presence) of the shared superintendent. This included 
teachers and principals working in rural public school districts in Iowa who have entered into 
shared superintendent agreements. The attitudes and perspectives of teachers and principals were 
taken into consideration and examined for the benefit of future decisions by rural public school 
districts and policymakers in regards to reorganization, explicitly the shared superintendency.  
Four public school districts in Pennsylvania have entered into shared superintendent 
relationships in the last three years, representing two sharing agreements. Sparse research on the 
shared superintendent agreement would indicate that these were financially motivated, but the 
impact on the instruction must also be considered. Instructional leadership plays an important 
role in student achievement (Waters & Marzano, 2006), and revealing the impact of the shared 
superintendent’s instructional role on teachers and principals will help put these types of 
agreements into perspective for school districts and policymakers considering this type of 
reorganization. 
This chapter summarizes and interprets the data analysis and findings of the study. The 
research questions of this study are listed in addition to the resolved hypotheses. Conclusions are 
described for teachers and principals along with differences between the groups. Accordingly, 
implications are described in light of the conclusions. Recommendations are made for teachers, 
principals, superintendents, school districts, and policy makers who may be involved in shared 
superintendent decision-making. Future research opportunities are also described.  
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Conclusions 
 The following research questions were used to drive this research. The hypotheses 
concerning the instructional leadership of the shared superintendency were answered following 
the collection of data: 
RQ1: Is there a statistically significant difference in the attitudes toward the instructional 
leadership capacity of the shared superintendent between teachers and administrators in rural 
school districts in Iowa?  
Null Hypothesis: There is a statistically significant difference in the attitudes toward the 
instructional leadership capacity of the shared superintendent between teachers and 
administrators in rural school districts in Iowa, specifically when it comes to the superintendent 
as Resource Provider and Visible Presence.  
RQ2: Is there a statistically significant difference in the attitudes toward the instructional 
leadership capacity of the shared superintendent between core, "essential", special education, and 
"other" support service teachers in rural school districts in Iowa?  
Null Hypothesis: There is no statistically significant difference in the attitudes toward the 
instructional leadership capacity of the shared superintendent between core, "essential", special 
education, and "other" support service teachers in rural school districts in Iowa.  
RQ3: Is there a statistically significant difference in the attitudes toward the instructional 
leadership capacity of the shared superintendent between different levels (i.e. elementary, 
middle, high) of teachers and principals in rural school districts in Iowa?  
Null Hypothesis: There is no statistically significant difference in the attitudes toward the 
instructional leadership capacity of the shared superintendent between elementary and secondary 
teachers and principals in rural school districts in Iowa.  
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RQ4: How do varying levels of experience for teachers and principals relate to their attitudes 
toward the instructional leadership capacity of the shared superintendent in rural school 
districts in Iowa?  
Null Hypothesis: There is significant prediction of negative correlation by increasing experience 
of principals, which lowers their attitudes toward the instructional leadership capacity of the 
shared superintendent as Instructional Resource in rural school districts in Iowa. There is no 
significant prediction by varying levels of experience for teachers of their attitudes toward the 
instructional leadership capacity of the shared superintendent in rural school districts in Iowa. 
Teachers 
Several different conclusions were made concerning the teacher groups. At the onset, 
there were undoubtedly some positive superintendent instructional leadership practices occurring 
in the Iowa school districts, as perceived by the teachers. The group average for teachers was 
higher than the “5” option for Resource Provider and Communicator, meaning a majority of 
teachers agreed that their shared superintendents were at least doing a satisfactory job in these 
domains. Stemming from two domains, the teachers found the most agreement with questions 9 
and 36, indicating that they agreed their shared superintendents effectively used time and 
resources and were capable of communicating only appropriate information. 
Teachers were quite favorable in their ratings of the shared superintendent’s instructional 
capacity, especially when compared to prior research with New York teachers who took the 
same survey for conventional superintendents in that state (Crankshaw, 2011). The survey 
(Appendix B) used for this research was the same instructional leadership survey used by 
Crankshaw (2011) and his study of the instructional leadership capacity of superintendents 
working under a traditional model in New York. When comparing the results of this research 
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with the findings of Crankshaw (2011), it is interesting to note that a majority of the teacher 
participants in this study selected “Agree” on the rating scale for shared superintendents, 
indicating optimistic instructional performance for the shared superintendent. Teachers were in 
solid agreement about the instructional leadership of their shared superintendents. The teacher 
participants in Crankshaw’s (2011) study yielded much lower ratings related to the instructional 
leadership capacity of their superintendent, working under the traditional model, (see Appendix 
J), demonstrating that the shared superintendency has the potential to serve as a functional model 
for instruction in schools.  
In spite of participants’ overall favorable ratings for the shared superintendent, 
differences amongst the groups of teachers were found. For example, content area teachers 
assigned higher overall ratings of their superintendents than teachers in special education or the 
essential categories did. In addition, teachers at the elementary level had lower overall ratings 
than their secondary level peers. These differences between teaching groups are worth examining 
because they reveal differences in perception, and the researcher concluded that special 
education or essential teachers at the elementary level would be at risk to have significantly 
lower ratings of the shared superintendent’s instructional leadership in comparison to content 
area teachers. Furthermore, alongside these differences between teaching groups, the most 
challenging area for shared superintendents, according to teachers, was that of Visible Presence 
which will be discussed in greater detail.  
Although there were no statistically significant findings from RQ2 and RQ3, there were 
important takeaways. Shared superintendents appear to be doing well when it comes to the 
teachers in the core subject areas, but they were consistently underrated by the special education 
and essential groups, especially in the areas of Instructional Resource and Visible Presence. 
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While it is important to focus on the core subject areas, there remains a challenge to bring 
balance in how the teachers in these areas believe they are being led instructionally. 
Superintendents would be well served to make sure they extend their presence beyond just that 
of the core subject area teachers.  
In a similar fashion, elementary teachers did not rate their superintendent’s performance 
as highly as secondary teachers, especially in the areas of Instructional Resource and Visible 
Presence. These teachers need to see more from their superintendent when compared to the other 
teaching groups. Superintendents need to plan ways to more effectively reach their elementary 
divisions in their districts. 
Principals 
While the teachers gave favorable ratings to the shared superintendents, the principals’ 
ratings were even higher. A look at the principal group responses revealed strong averages about 
the shared superintendents’ instructional leadership capacity in response to the survey questions. 
Principals believe their shared superintendent excelled the most when it came to providing 
resources; however, they felt the shared superintendent needed the most work in the area of 
Instructional Resource. This coincided with the shared superintendents in Meyer’s (1990) study, 
who perceived they were not successful in improving instruction. 
Elementary and Secondary principals were similar in their appraisal of the shared 
superintendent with few differences. One area worth mentioning was secondary principals were 
very pleased with the resource provisions by the shared superintendents. The Resource Provider 
domain as rated by the secondary principals yielded an average higher than any other groupings 
and domains trending toward an “Agree Strongly” average. The elementary principals also had 
favorable numbers; although none quite reached the previously mentioned average. Even though 
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there were few differences between elementary and secondary principals; there were marked 
differences between experience levels of principals. Newer principals had much higher 
perceptions of the shared superintendent’s instructional leadership capacity than those who had 
more than ten years of experience. As principal experience trended upward, the ratings began to 
trend downward. This did not hold true for teachers. 
Principals face many challenges throughout their careers. It is possible that some of these 
principals were asked to take on more responsibilities with the shared superintendent. In 
addition, some of the less tenured principals may have only ever experienced time under a shared 
superintendent, so they may not have dealt with as much change associated with this type of 
transition. Although the principal ratings were quite high, this is still an area where shared 
superintendents and school districts will want to focus on supporting their principals that have 
extended experience in the profession. This connects to Cronin’s (2008) assertion that more than 
50% of the principals surveyed marked a change in their job responsibilities when their districts 
moved to a shared superintendent arrangement. The job changes and effects on principals subject 
to a shared superintendent agreement are certainly a factor to be considered when entering into a 
shared superintendent reorganization model.  
Differences between Groups 
While both teachers and principals had high ratings overall for the shared superintendent, 
there were some differences between the two. There were certainly some identifiable issues 
when it came to elementary teachers, they had lower average ratings in each of the four areas in 
comparison to their secondary counterparts. Nevertheless, there were no discernable differences 
with the elementary principals.  
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Interestingly, there were differences in the highest and lowest rated areas between the 
teacher and principal groups. Teachers targeted the area of Visible Presence as the biggest area 
of need for improvement from the shared superintendents, while the principals identified 
Instructional Resource as the biggest weakness. These areas identified as needs speak to 
traditional areas that teachers and principals would identify in general. As Decker and 
McCumsey found (1990), teachers want to see their superintendent. Likewise, with the advent of 
more instructional responsibilities as identified by Decker and Talbot (1989), it is quite feasible 
that principals would view the superintendent’s role as Instructional Resource through a more 
critical lens. 
The final difference between the groups was that teachers believed the shared 
superintendent excelled best in the area of Communicator (although Resource Provider was a 
close second), while principals identified Resource Provider as the top strength. The fact that 
Resource Provider placed so high for both groups supports Horn’s (2011) finding that the shared 
superintendent can continue to successfully manage operations and be effective in their role as an 
instructional leader. In spite of resources being a challenge for rural school districts, these 
teachers and principals believed in the shared superintendent’s ability to provide the necessary 
resources for instruction. 
Implications 
There are several implications that can be drawn from these conclusions and the research 
on the shared superintendency. First, in spite of Bratlie’s (1990) finding of staff members being 
strongly opposed to a shared superintendent, if this is still the case, it did not affect staff 
members’ ratings of the shared superintendent’s instructional leadership. Secondly, it is not 
surprising that Visible Presence was the lowest marked area for the shared superintendent. This 
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was in direct agreement with Decker and McCumsey’s (1990) finding that staff and community 
members disapproved of the low visibility of their shared superintendent. It is the Visible 
Presence that the fourth section of the survey was interested in measuring, raising this as an 
important focus for shared superintendents. Thirdly, it would seem that in spite of the larger 
workload for principals through delegation of more instructional responsibilities as identified by 
Decker and Talbot (1989), principals overwhelmingly approved of the instructional leadership 
job of their shared superintendent. This showed promise for shared superintendents in spite of 
principals incurring more responsibilities. Finally, conclusions from this research support Horn’s 
(2011) findings, specifically those indicating that the past challenges with the shared 
superintendency had been resolved and the shared superintendent arrangement did not have to 
impede the shared superintendent’s role as instructional leader. This research signals a change 
for shared superintendent research. Although there was negativity and additional responsibilities 
for staff associated with the shared superintendent research from earlier decades, it would appear 
that over time and in the 21st century these perceptions are changing. Whether it be technological 
or systematic improvements or bore out of necessity because of financial constraints, shared 
superintendents are perceived to be effective instructional leaders in this study. 
The importance of teachers’ and principals’ perceptions cannot be emphasized enough 
when looking at these implications. As the individuals primarily responsible for instruction in 
schools, their beliefs on the instructional leadership of the shared superintendent surely 
represents an important perspective that has not been viewed before. Perceptions can influence 
reality, so it is crucial to understand the impact of instructional leadership through the lens of 
these stakeholders.   
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Recommendations 
 This section contains specific recommendations for teachers, principals, superintendents, 
school boards, and policymakers considering or involved in school districts that have or are 
obtaining a shared superintendent agreement. These recommendations take into account past 
shared superintendent research, in combination with the conclusions of this study. Examples are 
given to aide in practicing these recommendations in a successful fashion, but they are not to be 
considered an exhaustive list. 
Teachers 
There were certain areas of difference that arose between the teacher groups and as a 
result, specific recommendations are necessary to address these differences. Teachers may not be 
able to directly change instructional leadership practices of their shared superintendent, but there 
are ways they can reach out to their colleagues in an effort to improve instruction.  
Content area teachers consistently rated the shared superintendent higher than the special 
education and essential teachers. Thusly, content area teachers will want to find ways to reach 
out to their special education and essential teacher coworkers to help bridge certain deficits that 
are occurring with a shared superintendent. For example, content area teachers rated the shared 
superintendent higher as Resource Provider. Because of this, content area teachers will want to 
find ways to extend their resources to their special education and essential peers. This will help 
facilitate a positive rapport that strengthens the Resource Provider needs. 
Similarly, secondary teachers will want to look for ways to bridge the gap between them 
and their elementary compatriots. Student transitions are often a need identified between levels 
of schooling. Because secondary teachers rated the shared superintendent higher as an 
Instructional Resource, they will want to find ways to extend the instructional resource areas 
afforded them to their fellow elementary teachers. Student transitions provide a way to do this 
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through collaboration of teachers. For example, teachers from a secondary level may be able to 
share effective teaching practices for students with learning disabilities. This is just one example 
where teachers can serve as instructional resources for each other, and it may be a way to provide 
for an instructional need that is not be readily addressed from a superintendent’s level. 
Undoubtedly, collaboration will help in bridging some of the gaps identified by teachers in this 
study. 
Conversely, those teachers falling into the teacher groups who provided the lowest 
ratings for the shared superintendent (essential, special education, and elementary), will want to 
find positive ways to appeal to leadership for the needs identified in this study. For example, 
knowing that it is necessary for the superintendent to be a visible presence throughout the 
district, these groups of teachers will want to look for ways to promote what they are doing. 
Specific invitations to the superintendent to attend their classrooms, departments, and activities 
may help encourage visibility from the superintendent. Teachers should not get discouraged if 
the superintendent is not able to attend the first time. Provide multiple times and options, be 
persistent, and gracious with your communications when trying to encourage superintendent 
presence in your specific classroom or department area. It would also be prudent to schedule 
times with the superintendent, to help make teacher priorities known to the superintendent. 
Principals 
Principals are an important part of the shared superintendent arrangement. As Horn 
(2011) pointed out, principals are critical as they take on more responsibilities when this 
happens. Principals will want to find ways to strengthen the instructional relationship between 
the teachers and superintendent with special attention to the area of visible presence. Principals 
will want to come up with creative ways for the superintendent to come and support all areas of 
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instruction. Through special invitations, this may help the superintendent reach some of the 
fringe groups of teachers. 
Principals who find themselves in a school district transitioning to a shared 
superintendent will likely need to prepare for a change in or addition to job responsibilities. It 
will be important to seek the superintendent’s expectations for what your role in the instructional 
leadership process is. Clear definitions of instructional leadership responsibilities will help 
alleviate some of the issues connected to the principal position with the advent of a shared 
superintendent agreement. If possible, become involved from the start in mapping out a 
successful instructional leadership plan with the shared superintendent and other members of the 
instructional leadership team. 
Superintendents 
Shared superintendents have a unique challenge in being visible to their staff. Depending 
on the location of the school districts, there can be some serious geographic challenges. Shared 
superintendents may want to adopt some of the ideas that Winchester (2006) and Jensen (2011) 
utilized to help with visibility. Winchester (2006) went to great lengths to not show favoritism by 
having a neutral colored shirt she wore to both districts. This helped her show support to those 
she worked with that day, even when she was in both districts. Jensen (2011) made sure he was 
present in both districts every day, if possible. This meant attending evening activities at the 
school districts almost every night of the week. Moreover, not to be overlooked is the continuing 
expansion of technology opportunities. Social media, video conferencing, etc. all offer ways to 
be creative in increasing visibility for superintendents. An example of this would be holding a 
video conference with a committee of teachers in one school district from the confines of the 
other district. Another example would be holding a live chat or tweet session with students from 
76  
one district while being physically present in the other district. While there is still value in face-
to-face interactions, technology can certainly be of help to shared superintendents. 
Along with a focus on visibility, shared superintendents will also want to increase their 
effectiveness in the area of Instructional Resource, specifically targeting the lower scoring 
categories of teachers (special education, essential, and elementary). Differentiation of 
professional development options will be a big help to these areas. Often times, teachers can be 
lumped into one-size-fits all professional development options. Organizing and offering varying 
professional development offerings will help support teachers in their various areas of 
instruction. Allowing teachers to be a part of this decision-making process will also produce buy-
in by staff. Another example would include the shared superintendent conducting observations 
and walkthroughs with descriptive feedback for teachers. This will certainly go a long way to 
building a strong instructional program and allow shared superintendents to excel in this area. 
Most importantly, administrators considering becoming a shared superintendent should 
be able to check all items off the following list (Figure 5) to ensure a successful experience: 
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Figure 5. Checklist to Ensure a Successful Shared Superintendent Experience 
Checklist to Ensure a Successful Shared Superintendent Experience 
When these items can all be checked off in agreement, it will help safeguard the chances of a 
successful shared superintendent arrangement. 
o positive superintendent experience with one of the shared districts prior to 
entering into the shared agreement (Andrews, 2014) 
o ensure that school districts are interested in more than just saving money with 
the agreement (Horn, 2011) 
o ensure that school districts are interested in pursuing more sharing opportunities 
between each other (Horn, 2011 and Andres, 2014) 
o ensure there are capable principals to take on additional responsibilities 
(Griemann, 1992) 
o ensure you will be satisfied with the financial agreement (Meyer, 1990 and 
Dose, 1994) 
o develop an entry plan that addresses successful implementation of Smith and 
Andrews’ (1989) instructional leadership quadrants 
o have a feasible plan for visibility throughout both school districts and how to 
reach all teachers specifically special education, essential, and elementary 
teachers 
o include specific input from all principals for entry plan, specifically those with 
experience 
o utilize the Instructional Leadership survey yearly to allow your staff to give you 
feedback on your instructional leadership and pinpoint strengths and needs 
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School Districts and Policymakers 
School districts entering into a shared superintendent agreement and policy makers 
considering promoting these types of agreements will want to make some special considerations 
of the shared superintendent’s instructional leadership capacity. First and most importantly, 
school districts and policy makers will want to make sure that there is careful planning and 
attention given to all four quadrants of instructional leadership as described by Smith and 
Andrews (1989). Each of these areas are important to the overall impact on instruction. As a 
resource provider, instructional leaders need to effectively use time and resources. As an 
instructional resource, instructional leaders need to be able to instill teachers with instructional 
strategies in order to improve teaching and learning. Subsequently, instructional leaders need to 
be good communicators. Good communicators are able to use a multi-faceted approach through 
interactions with all constituents. Finally, the instructional leader being "visible throughout the 
school" is important to the instructional success of the school. 
Along with the four quadrants of instructional leadership being the focus, the specific 
needs identified in this research will need to be given special attention. There will need to be 
effective plans made to help support the shared superintendent’s providing of resources. The 
three areas related to instructional leadership capacity that the shared superintendents scored 
lowest by teachers were: delegating work appropriately (question 11), encouraging risk-taking 
and innovation in the effort to improve instruction (question 18), and providing opportunities for 
staff development according to staffs’ strengths and weaknesses (question 19). Options and 
connections of research will be offered in the following paragraphs. 
As work is delegated to principals, shared superintendents will want to focus on 
successful delegation to teachers. Delegation can manifest itself in many ways; it can refer but 
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not be limited to responsibilities like curriculum writing and review, program development, 
strategic planning, and professional development. For example, teachers will need to be able to 
have the appropriate amount of time and know-how as tasks are assigned. If they are responsible 
to write and review curriculum, they will need time provided to accomplish this. McPherson 
(1988) states that the key to successful delegation by a superintendent to the staff begins with 
moral responsibility. Teachers are encouraged to not only help with tasks, but they are allowed to 
decide the importance of tasks. Moral responsibility begins to take shape, and with this 
development, the superintendent actually gains more strength in leadership. Apparently, this is 
an area where the shared superintendent is already excelling with principals, but needs to 
improve upon with teachers. 
When it comes to improving risk-taking in instruction (question 18) and professional 
development (question 19) according to teachers’ strengths and weaknesses, DiPaola and Hoy 
(2014) place the two hand-in-hand by way of professional learning communities. They describe a 
context where teachers are observing teachers, self-diagnosing instructional trends in their 
classrooms, and working with administrators to improve continuously. If there is going to be 
more responsibility or expectations for teachers in this area, shared superintendents will want to 
focus on this type of instructional model in order to see success in these areas as the Resource 
Provider. A professional learning community will help create opportunities for peer coaching 
where teachers can learn from one another. This in turn, will help connect teachers and further 
the shared superintendent’s reach of facilitating risk-taking in instruction and professional 
development. 
 In a similar fashion, there are opportunities for focus and improvement in the area of 
Visible Presence when it comes to the shared superintendent’s working relationship with 
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teachers. Consequently, Visible Presence was easily the greatest area of need as rated by 
teachers. The three statements from the survey that the shared superintendents were scored the 
lowest by teachers in comparison to the principals in this area were making informal classroom 
visits (question 43), leading by example (question 44), and visibility during school hours 
(question 47).  
Marking informal classroom visits (question 43) easily had the largest percent of teachers 
who strongly disagreed (21%) while 35% disagreed overall. The next highest area of strong 
disagreement was visibility during school hours (question 47) at 12%. Making informal 
classroom visits and visibility during school hours are practical in how they can be measured, 
and these areas were identified as an area of greater need than any other category. Even though 
principals rated this area much higher, it is easy to see where the perceptions begin to divide. A 
principal may view the superintendent coming to visit a school as being visible, but if a teacher 
does not see the superintendent come into their hallway or classroom, they may offer a different 
perspective. These areas of visibility have been documented as ways to be successful for leaders, 
but they also continue to be a challenge. This could present more of a challenge to the shared 
superintendent because there are more sites to visit when two districts merge leadership. It will 
depend on each situation, but shared superintendents have already documented ways to 
accomplish this through creative scheduling and staying connected (Winchester, 2006 and 
Jensen, 2011). 
In contrast, the final area of deficit, leading by example (question 44), is a much harder 
attribute to quantify as opposed to something like the number of visits made by a superintendent. 
It cannot be scheduled be scheduled per se, it can only be built over time; however, scheduling 
attendance at certain events will certainly help. It is important when professional development is 
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being given for teachers to see their superintendent present and making it a priority. If a 
superintendent is stressing being on time for work or handing in lesson plans on time, teachers 
will use the same barometer for the superintendent’s work schedule and completing school level 
plans. This give and take helps to define the superintendent leading by example, and shared 
superintendents and districts will want to have provisions in place to make this happen. 
Keeping these areas of need in mind will help school districts and policy makers 
determine how to move forward with their decision-making and proposals concerning shared 
superintendent arrangements. It would also be prudent for school districts and policy makers to 
be able to check every item off on the checklist provided in Figure 5 when considering shared 
superintendent arrangements. The importance of all of these items being present together cannot 
be stressed enough. For example, if school districts and policy makers cannot commit to looking 
for further sharing options in the future between the districts involved, the shared experience is 
unlikely to be successful. 
Future Research 
Although there were many takeaways from this research, there are several places that the 
shared superintendent conversation could benefit from further research. First is the perception of 
community members and other stakeholders. It would be helpful to know the effect upon these 
groups of people when school districts move to a sharing agreement. A second area for future 
research is the qualitative follow up of teachers and principals for why they perceive the shared 
superintendent in certain ways. This particular feedback would be helpful for more specific 
information on moving forward with the shared superintendent’s instructional leadership. A third 
place where research would be beneficial is the shared superintendency in other states and its 
comparison to Iowa and Pennsylvania. It will be important to know when more time has elapsed 
82  
how the shared superintendency has evolved in Pennsylvania and other states. Fourthly, it would 
be helpful to know how the perceptions of staff working under a shared superintendency 
agreement compare to superintendents’ self-described instructional leadership capacity. Gaps in 
perceptions may help to show where some issues stem from in the instructional leadership 
structure. Fifthly, Meyer (1990) discovered that shared superintendents did not self-describe their 
instructional leadership capacity as high as their school board members did. Although the shared 
superintendents’ self-appraisal was not included in this study, it would be intriguing to see how 
they compare to the staff ratings. A six area for research would be other forms of reorganization. 
More research on consolidations, mergers, and other reorganization forms will help to strengthen 
the larger body of reorganization research. As the number districts continue to shrink, it will be 
important to know the best ways for them to be reorganized. A final area for more research is 
student achievement as affected by the shared superintendent. Has there been an impact? 
Summary 
 
When it comes to the most important function of schools [instructing students], the 
shared superintendent is a very capable model according to the perceptions of teachers and 
principals in rural school districts in Iowa. While there were differences identified between 
groups and some subgroups, there was an overall favorability associated with the shared 
superintendents’ capacity for leading in four critical areas of instructional leadership. This, 
coupled with the potential fiscal savings of such an agreement, make it a very real and viable 
possibility for rural school districts considering a shared superintendent model in Pennsylvania. 
School reorganization and the plight of rural school districts continue to be at the forefront of 
school reform conversations. Taken together, they have the potential to influence education 
policy in rural public schools across Pennsylvania. 
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As rural school districts continue to face budgetary challenges, they will continue to turn 
to new and creative solutions, many times out of necessity. Though relatively new, especially in 
Pennsylvania, the shared superintendent agreement has the potential to be a viable option that 
address the challenges associated with rural schooling. As with all reform initiatives, there are 
challenges associated with such a move, and policy makers and school districts should proceed 
with caution and not without necessary planning. Nevertheless, the advantages to such a move 
seem to outweigh the consequences. More importantly, educators in this study of rural school 
districts sharing a superintendent overwhelmingly indicated that the instructional leadership 
capacity is unhindered and may even improve in school districts that share superintendents. 
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Appendix A: Number of School Districts in 
Pennsylvania (10-year intervals) 
 
School Year Number of Districts Change in Districts 
1899-1900 2,510 -- 
1909-1910 2,599 89 
1919-1920 2,590 (9) 
1929-1930 2,585 (5) 
1939-1940 2,552 (33) 
1949-1950 2,530 (22) 
1959-1960 2,277 (286) 
1969-1970 669 (1,894) 
1979-1980 505 (164) 
1989-1990 501 (4) 
1999-2000 501 -- 
2009-2010 500 (1) 
Data combined from Davare (2014) and Leckrone (2015). 
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Appendix B: Survey 
Rural Public School Teachers’ and Principals’ Perceptions of the Shared 
Superintendent's Instructional Leadership 
Consent 
 
INFORMED CONSENT 
Study Title: 
Rural Public School Teachers’ and Principals’ Perceptions of the Shared Superintendent's 
Instructional Leadership 
Dear Colleague, 
I am inviting you participate in a research project to explore the values and perceptions held by 
teachers and principals of the shared superintendent as Instructional Leader. Along with this 
letter is a short questionnaire that asks a variety of questions about the research topic. I am 
asking you to look over the questionnaire and, if you choose to do so, complete it. It should take 
you about 10 to 15 minutes to complete. 
I am a doctoral student at Drexel University completing a research project in the Educational 
Leadership program. I am also interim high school principal at Northern Lebanon High School, 
Fredericksburg, PA. I am in my ninth year of work as an educator. 
The results of this project will be published in my dissertation, a requirement for completion of 
the Ed. D. in Educational Leadership at Drexel University. Through your participation I hope to 
understand better teachers’ and principals’ perceptions of the instructional leadership role of the 
shared superintendent. 
The purpose of my study is to explore the beliefs and perceptions held by teachers and principals 
of the shared superintendent’s role as instructional leader. In particular this study seeks to ask 
teachers for their beliefs and perceptions of the of the instructional leadership behaviors of 
Superintendents in the context of Smith & Andrews (1989) descriptive model of instructional 
leadership, which includes: the instructional leader as a Resource Provider; Instructional 
Resource; Communicator; and Visible Presence. 
A survey will be sent to teachers through e-mail with a link to Qualtrics. NO identities (including 
the superintendent, teacher, and school district) and responses will be able to be tracked in any 
way. Before you start the survey you will find this “Intent to Participate” form. This form 
provides approval for your District to participate in this study. 
I do not know of any risks to you if you decide to participate in this survey, and I guarantee that 
your responses will be guarded through anonymity. Due to the nature of the online survey 
instrument the researcher does not have access to the identity of the respondents. 
Your participation in this survey is voluntary, and you may withdraw from the study at any point 
if you wish. Participants will not receive re-numeration for participation. Participants will be 
provided with a copy of the study results upon request. To receive a summary, please contact me 
at bw463@drexel.edu. 
You may also contact my supervising professor, Dr. Kathleen Provinzano at ktp37@drexel.edu. 
This research has received the approval of The Drexel University Institutional Review Board, 
which functions to ensure the protection of the rights of human participants. If you, as a 
participant, have any complaints about this study, please contact hrpp@drexel.edu or by phone at 
215-762-3944. 
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You must be at least 21 years old in order to participate. If you agree to participate, you may 
keep this form and complete the survey. 
Sincerely, 
  
Benjamin Wenger, 
Drexel University 
Graduate Student 
o I consent to take the survey. (1)  
o I do not wish to take the survey. (2)  
 
Skip To: End of Survey If = I do not wish to take the survey. (2) 
End of Block 
Section I. 
 
Q1 How would you classify your main assignment at your present school? 
o Full-time, certified teacher (1)  
o Part-time, certified teacher (2)  
o Long-term substitute teacher (3)  
o Principal (4)  
 
 
 
Q2 How many years have you been employed as a full-time, certified teacher (100%)? 
 
 
 
 
 
Q3 In which area of certification have you worked as a teacher for the majority of your career to date 
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(50% or more)? 
o Core subject area (ELA, Math, Social Studies, Science, elementary classroom teacher) (1)  
o "Essential" area (Music, Art, Media, Foreign Languages, Physical Education) (2)  
o Special Education (Speech, Resource, Consultant, etc.) (3)  
o Other support services (4)  
 
 
 
Q4 Which category best describes the school level which you taught for the majority of your career? 
o Elementary (K-5) (1)  
o Middle (6-8) (2)  
o High School (9-12) (3)  
 
 
Section II. 
 
 
Q5 How many years have you been employed as a full-time, certified principal (100%)? 
 
 
 
 
 
Q6 What category best describes the school level at which you were a principal for the majority of your 
career? 
o Elementary (K-5) (1)  
o Middle (6-8) (2)  
o High (9-12) (3)  
 
End of Block 
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Section III. 
  
 
Little or 
no Belief 
(1) 
  (2)   (3) 
Believe 
Moderately 
(4) 
  (5)   (6) 
Believe 
Strongly 
(7) 
Q7 I believe 
that 
instructional 
leadership is an 
important role 
of the 
Superintendent.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
 
 
 Not Likely (1)   (2)   (3) 
Somewhat 
Likely (4)   (5)   (6) 
Very 
Likely (7) 
Q8 The extent 
to which I am 
likely to work 
constructively 
with a 
superintendent 
who 
effectively 
practices 
instructional 
leadership:  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
End of Block 
Section IV. The Superintendent as an Instructional Leader – 
Resource Provider 
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Disagree 
Strongly 
(1) 
  (2) Disagree (3)   (4) Agree (5)   (6) 
Agree 
Strongly 
(7) 
Q9 My 
superintendent 
makes 
effective use 
of time and 
resources. 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Q10 My 
superintendent 
plans, 
organizes, 
schedules, 
prioritizes 
work to be 
done. 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Q11 My 
superintendent 
delegates work 
appropriately. 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Q12 My 
superintendent 
assigns staff 
members 
according to 
individual 
strengths. 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Q13 My 
superintendent 
promotes a 
climate for 
change that is 
positive, 
encouraging 
creativity in 
the change 
process. 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Q14 My 
superintendent 
possesses the 
skills to 
facilitate 
change. 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Q15 My 
superintendent 
is able to 
assess the 
effectiveness 
of change.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q16 My 
superintendent 
communicates 
reasonable, 
consistent, 
clearly 
articulated, 
expectations  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Q17 My 
superintendent 
provides clear 
and timely 
feedback. 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Q18 My 
superintendent 
encourages 
risk-taking and 
innovation in 
the effort to 
improve 
instruction.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Q19 My 
superintendent 
provides 
opportunities 
for staff 
development 
according to 
staffs’ 
strengths and 
weaknesses.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Q20 My 
superintendent 
is 
knowledgeable 
about high 
quality 
professional 
development 
for enhanced 
instruction.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Q21 My 
superintendent 
is able to 
mobilize 
district support 
and financial 
resources to 
achieve 
instructional 
improvement. 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q22 My 
superintendent 
conveys to 
staff the 
important of 
their role as 
influential 
instructional 
resources. 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
 
Section V. Instructional Leadership Role – Instructional 
Resource 
 
Disagree 
Strongly 
(1) 
  (2) Disagree (3)   (4) Agree (5)   (6) 
Agree 
Strongly 
(7) 
Q23 My superintendent 
encourages staff to try 
current effective 
instructional strategies. 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Q24 My superintendent 
demonstrates 
understanding of 
effective instructional 
strategies for students in 
different development 
groups.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Q25 My superintendent 
values purposefully 
documentation of 
teachers’ instructional 
performance. 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Q26 My superintendent 
values post-
evaluation/observation 
discussions that focus on 
ideas for improved 
instruction. 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
101  
 
Disagree 
Strongly 
(1) 
  (2) Disagree (3)   (4) Agree (5)   (6) 
Agree 
Strongly 
(7) 
Q27 My superintendent 
consults and uses 
formative data on 
student performance.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Q28 My superintendent 
knows and values 
effective intervention 
procedures to identify 
strengths and remediate 
weaknesses.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Q29 My superintendent 
designs an appropriate 
evaluation cycle and 
process for staff. 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Q30 My superintendent 
values high quality post-
evaluation discussions 
centered on instruction.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Q31 My superintendent 
demonstrates knowledge 
of the importance of 
student learning 
objectives to staff. 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Section VI. Instructional Leadership Role – Communicator 
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Disagree 
Strongly 
(1) 
  (2) Disagree (3)   (4) Agree (5)   (6) 
Agree 
Strongly 
(7) 
Q32 My 
superintendent 
is a reliable 
and sensitive 
communicator 
in two-way 
dialogue.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Q33 My 
superintendent 
promotes 
mutual conflict 
resolution, 
problem 
solving, 
cooperation, 
and sharing.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Q34 My 
superintendent 
helps others to 
reach mutually 
acceptable 
resolution to 
conflict. 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Q35 My 
superintendent 
gathers 
pertinent and 
truthful 
information 
regarding 
conflict. 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Q36 My 
superintendent 
possesses the 
savvy to 
communicate 
only 
appropriate 
information. 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Q37 My 
superintendent 
promotes 
organized, 
easily 
understood 
communication 
of message. 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q38 My 
superintendent 
interfaces 
appropriately 
with various 
audiences in 
the educational 
community. 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Q39 My 
superintendent 
develops 
solutions to 
complex 
problems. 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Q40 My 
superintendent 
knows the 
strengths and 
weakness of 
team members.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Q41 My 
superintendent 
demonstrates 
strong skills in 
group process 
skills. 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Q42 My 
superintendent 
focuses 
personal goals 
into group 
goals.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
 
 
VII Instructional Leadership Role – Visible Presence 
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Disagree 
Strongly 
(1) 
  (2) Disagree (3)   (4) Agree (5)   (6) 
Agree 
Strongly 
(7) 
Q43 My 
superintendent 
makes 
informal 
classroom 
visits.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Q44 My 
superintendent 
leads by 
example.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Q45 My 
superintendent 
participates in 
staff 
development. 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Q46 My 
superintendent 
protects 
instruction in 
the face of 
external 
pressures. 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Q47 My 
superintendent 
is visible 
during school 
hours.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Q48 My 
superintendent 
regularly 
communicates 
staff members’ 
responsibilities 
for student 
learning. 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
 
 
Enter your email address for a chance at winning a $25 Amazon gift card. There will be four winners 
drawn at the conclusion of the survey time period. If you win, you will be contacted via your email 
address. If you do not wish to enter the drawing, you may close the survey at this time. 
________________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix C: District Intents to Participate 
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Appendix D: Permission to Use Survey 
 
Hello, Ben 
 
You are certainly welcome to use the survey.  Please contact me if you need any further 
assistance.  For your information, you can reach me at XXX-XXX-XXX any time. 
 
Good luck! 
 
I may have the original document if that would be helpful to you. Bill 
 
On Nov 9, 2016, at 4:34 PM, Benjamin Wenger <bw463@drexel.edu> wrote: 
 
Hi Dr. Crankshaw, 
 
I am writing to you to request your permission to use your survey you developed in your 
2011 dissertation entitled, "THE SUPERINTENDENT AS INSTRUCTIONAL LEADER: 
EXPLORING TEACHERS’ VALUES AND PERCEPTIONS OF THE ROLE." I am a 
student at Drexel University working on a dissertation concerning teachers and 
administrators' perceptions concerning the shared superintendency's instructional leadership. 
Would it be possible to utilize your survey for my research? Thank you so much for your 
time and consideration. 
 
Ben Wenger 
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Appendix E: IRB Approval of Protocol 
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Appendix F: Frequency Distribution of 
Demographics: Teacher Experience 
 
Respondent Level of Experience Number of Respondents Percent of Teachers 
1-5 years 15 19% 
6-10 years 16 21% 
11-15 years 13 17% 
16-20 years 15 19% 
21+ years 18 23% 
Total 77 100% 
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Appendix G: Frequency Distribution of 
Demographics: Principal Experience 
 
Respondent Level of Experience Number of Respondents Percent of Principals 
1-5 years 1 11% 
6-10 years 4 44% 
11-15 years 1 11% 
16-20 years 2 22% 
21+ years 1 11% 
Total 9 100% 
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Appendix H: Superintendent as Instructional Leader 
Survey Teacher Results 
 
Leadership 
 
% Perceptual responses of teachers 
Disagree  Agree 
 Strongly Somewhat Disagree Undecided Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Resource Provider 
9 1 1 3 17 27 21 30 
10 0 1 1 16 32 23 26 
11 1 0 3 17 35 19 25 
12 3 0 9 26 30 17 16 
13 4 3 6 19 27 18 22 
14 3 1 5 18 25 25 23 
15 4 3 6 21 25 25 17 
16 1 4 5 16 31 26 17 
17 3 1 9 19 23 34 10 
18 0 3 13 19 25 23 17 
19 4 6 8 19 32 19 10 
20 3 4 9 13 30 19 22 
21 3 1 1 19 27 30 18 
22 3 4 5 19 25 27 17 
Instructional Resource 
23 1 4 8 13 36 16 22 
24 3 5 14 18 29 17 14 
25 3 3 10 26 30 13 16 
26 3 3 12 26 30 13 14 
27 4 1 14 26 29 10 16 
28 5 4 6 29 29 13 14 
29 3 1 10 30 26 14 16 
30 4 3 10 29 27 12 16 
31 3 3 14 18 29 21 13 
Communicator 
32 5 4 6 14 29 18 23 
33 3 4 5 18 27 23 19 
34 3 1 5 22 29 23 17 
35 3 1 5 18 27 25 21 
36 3 1 0 14 27 27 27 
37 1 3 6 10 23 35 21 
38 1 1 8 13 23 30 23 
39 3 4 3 26 17 29 19 
40 5 6 9 23 18 22 16 
41 1 3 9 27 16 19 25 
42 1 3 8 26 29 18 16 
Visible presence 
43 21 4 10 13 12 14 26 
44 8 3 8 17 22 17 26 
45 12 1 8 21 25 16 18 
46 6 3 8 21 31 12 19 
47 12 4 12 16 21 19 17 
48 6 5 10 26 27 14 10 
Note:  Bold denotes the highest percent for each question. The survey questions can be found in Appendix “A”. 
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Appendix I: Superintendent as Instructional Leader 
Survey Principal Results 
 
Leadership 
 
% Perceptual responses of principals 
Disagree  Agree 
 Strongly Somewhat Disagree Undecided Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Resource Provider 
9 0 0 0 0 11 11 78 
10 0 0 0 0 11 33 56 
11 0 0 0 0 0 33 67 
12 0 0 0 11 22 33 33 
13 0 0 0 11 11 22 56 
14 0 0 0 0 33 0 67 
15 0 0 0 0 22 44 33 
16 0 0 0 11 11 22 56 
17 0 0 0 22 22 22 33 
18 0 0 0 0 11 33 56 
19 0 0 0 0 33 33 33 
20 0 0 0 0 44 11 44 
21 0 0 0 0 44 11 44 
22 0 0 0 0 33 22 44 
Instructional Resource 
23 0 0 0 0 11 44 44 
24 0 0 0 0 33 33 33 
25 0 0 0 11 56 22 11 
26 0 0 0 22 22 11 44 
27 0 0 0 33 11 33 22 
28 0 0 0 0 44 22 33 
29 0 11 0 22 22 11 33 
30 0 0 0 33 22 11 33 
31 0 0 0 0 44 33 22 
Communicator 
32 0 0 0 11 33 22 33 
33 0 0 0 11 22 33 33 
34 0 0 0 0 56 33 11 
35 0 0 0 11 33 22 33 
36 0 0 0 0 11 22 67 
37 0 0 0 0 22 44 33 
38 0 0 0 0 22 56 22 
39 0 0 0 0 33 33 33 
40 0 0 0 0 0 67 33 
41 0 0 0 0 44 33 22 
42 0 0 0 11 22 44 22 
Visible presence 
43 0 0 11 11 22 0 56 
44 0 0 0 0 11 44 44 
45 0 0 11 22 11 44 11 
46 0 0 0 11 11 56 22 
47 0 0 0 0 33 22 44 
48 0 0 0 11 33 33 22 
Note:  Bold denotes the highest percent for each question. The survey questions can be found in Appendix “A”. 
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Appendix J: p-Values of ANOVA for the Principal 
and Teacher Groups 
 
Instructional Leadership Domain P-value (rounded to the nearest hundredth) 
Resource Provider .01 
Instructional Resource .05 
Communicator .08 
Visible Presence .02 
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Appendix K: Shared Superintendent vs. Unshared 
Superintendent Studies 
Leadership Difference of % perceptual responses of teachers with a shared superintendent and without 
Disagree  Agree 
 Strongly Somewhat Disagree Undecided Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Resource Provider 
9 -8 -6 -16 -1 -6 16 20 
10 -7 -3 -15 -8 -2 19 17 
11 -5 -5 -14 -6 -1 14 16 
12 -11 -6 -6 -3 7 10 9 
13 -13 -1 -12 0 3 12 10 
14 -10 -5 -12 -3 -2 19 13 
15 -6 -5 -12 -5 0 18 11 
16 -11 -2 -14 -5 7 17 7 
17 -3 -6 -8 -6 -7 29 0 
18 -8 -3 -1 -4 -9 17 8 
19 -6 -1 -13 -4 11 12 0 
20 -12 -2 -5 -14 7 13 12 
21 -13 -3 -19 -4 6 24 8 
22 -14 -1 -8 2 -6 21 4 
Instructional Resource 
23 -5 1 -1 -10 -2 7 10 
24 -7 0 -5 -12 9 11 4 
25 -4 -2 -1 -5 2 5 6 
26 -7 1 -3 -8 4 7 6 
27 -4 -1 3 -7 -3 3 8 
28 -5 -3 -4 -6 6 9 4 
29 -7 -4 -6 -3 1 10 8 
30 -6 -1 -13 -2 5 10 8 
31 -6 -2 0 -11 0 16 3 
Communicator 
32 -13 -6 -5 -4 9 10 7 
33 -14 -3 -11 1 6 12 8 
34 -12 -4 -17 1 12 15 5 
35 -12 -3 -9 -10 9 20 6 
36 -12 -2 -16 -3 -2 18 15 
37 -10 -2 -5 -7 -13 28 7 
38 -8 -3 -9 -3 -7 19 9 
39 -6 -1 -17 -3 -3 24 6 
40 -7 1 -8 1 -12 17 7 
41 -10 -3 -10 1 -5 14 13 
42 -8 -4 -9 -4 6 12 8 
Visible presence 
43 -11 -3 -18 7 -1 11 14 
44 -13 -2 -10 -4 1 12 17 
45 -8 -1 -14 3 4 8 9 
46 -12 -1 -11 -2 8 7 11 
47 -7 0 -10 -2 1 15 3 
48 -10 4 -11 3 2 9 1 
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